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BASES & EMPIRE 


by GrorcE Marion 


“EVEN if Bases & Empire be- 
comes a best-seller you will not 
see it on the weekly lists of best- 
sellers,” writes Shaemas O’Sheel 
in Trends and Tides (Louis 
Adamic’s paper ). Why? 

“This is not because it lacks 
style; George Marion writes 
well,” Mr. O’Sheel — explains. 
“Nor is it due to any lack of im- 
portance in its theme or of sub- 
stance in its content, nor any 
wildness of tone, nor any lapse 
from patriotism. It is temperate 
in tone; it is fact-packed; but its 
subject is American imperialism, 
and that is its offense.” 

That sums it up: Basrs & Em- 
PIRE is an original interpretation 
of American imperialism. It is in 
simple language; you don’t have 
to study economics or political 
science to read it. It is not the 
dead past but the story of the 
American Empire right up to 
the present moment. 

“The most important truth of 
our place and time,” Marion 
writes, “is that the United States 
is expanding at a rate and to an 
extent never before witnessed in 
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history. While we cry ‘Stop thief’ 
at the Soviet Union, we are our- 
selves engaged in extending 
what is already the broadest area 
of military strategic domination 
ever controlled by one nation.” 

Mr. Marion’s attempt to bring 
this truth to the attention of the 
American people in a time of 
nation-wide “anti-Communist” 
hysteria, has been opposed by 
all the forces of secret censor- 
ship operating in our country. 
Publishers and reviewers turned 
their backs on Bases & EMPIre. 
Powerful newspapers _ refused 
ads for it. But its message has 
proved more powerful than they. 

First published in 1948, Basrs 
& Empme has already been read 
by millions and translated into 
many languages. “It packs dyna- 
mite,” explains a reviewer in the , 
official Annals of the authorita- 
tive and ultra-conservative 
American Academy of Political 
and Social Science. “It cannot 
be laughed off.” Nor can it be 
crushed by deliberate silence. 
You will be hearing about Basrs 
& Empirr for vears to come. 
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PREFACE 


This preface would be unnecessary if speech were really 
free in our country today. But it isn’t. The House un- 
American Activities Committee is publicly rewriting the 
Bill of Rights. And my experiences with this book suggest 
that there is some hidden revision going on, too. 

No commercial publisher was willing to publish the book 
because it was on the “wrong” side of a bitterly contro- 
versial question in a climate of national] political intolerance. 
When I published Bases & Empire myself, the watchdogs of 
Big Business would not let me enter the market-place to sell 
it. The New York Times, for instance, refused point-blank 
to accept paid advertisements for the book. (Later, the 
“Jiberal” New York Star — ex-PM — did the same.) As the 
Times book section strongly influences the market, I took 
the trouble of appealing the verdict to publisher Arthur 
Hays Sulzberger and managing editor Edwin James. They 
declined to reverse the finding or to give any reason for their 
act of political censorship. 

In effect, our secret rulers simply banned the book. But 
it wasn’t just a book that was denied freedom of the press: 
it was a point of view. Today’s witch-hunters have only 
to pin horrendous labels on me and my work as a sufficient 
“reason” for denying me the protection of the Bill of Rights. 
But what about you who are thus denied the right to hear 
me speak? What reason can our hidden censors give for 
putting your mind in protective custody? 

The question is pertinent because my book is not at all 
designed for specialists in politics. It addresses itself to 





the average American, or rather, to virtually every Ameri- 
can. What it tries to prove is this: 

A Wall Street clique has seized control of our country. 
The clique, and its allies in the armed forces, want similar 
control of the entire globe. To that end, they are trying to 
force United States military power (the armor of economic 
power) into every corner of the earth. The effort has already 
provoked half a dozen civil wars and it surely promises to 
provide a third world war. 

This, of course, contradicts the official theory underlying 
United States foreign and domestic policies today. According 
to that theory, the world is going to hell in a handbasket 
because Russia likes it that way. On the basis of evidence 
from “respectable” (i.e., anti-Soviet) sources, the book 
refutes that theory. It supplies evidence that the responsi- 
bility for today’s world tension rests on the former bank- 
ers and Wall Street lawyers who are now our leading 
“statesmen.” 

Certainly that is not a popular view today. But I think 
it would be if the facts got a chance. That’s why I wrote the 
book. It is a plea for fair public debate of vital world issues. 
It asks that the average American get a chance to hear the 
facts presented by opponents of the “contain Russia” policy. 

I hope the facts in the book will persuade you to say 
“No” to the Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan, induce 
you to say “Get out and stay out” to the banker-general- 
admiral regime in Washington. But above all I hope the 
book will enable you to recognize the hand of imperialism 
in all the Red Menace propaganda that will assail us for 
years to come. 


George Marion 
November 1, 1948 
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PART I: WORLDWIDE BASES 


CHAPTER | 
HISTORY AND HOKUM 


Reader, relax. This book contains no blueprint for 
world peace. Its aim is the modest one of assembling some 
elementary facts that could help the average citizen to 
play his part in shaping American policy. The United States 
is a democracy and that makes each of us responsible, to 
some degree, for everything that happens in our country 
and for all that our country does abroad. Of course, you 
and I do not have as much actual influence over our govern- 
ment, as large a voice in determining its course, as do 
the Whitneys and Lamonts of the Morgan banking in- 
terests; John D. Rockefeller, Jr., whose power extends 
far beyond the family control of Standard Oil; or the Mellon 
and du Pont families with their multi-billion dollar alumi- 
num, automotive, chemical and financial monopolies. We do, 
nevertheless, have a voice. Being many, we could come to 
be heard much more clearly and frequently if we chose to 
speak with one voice. 

To do that, we should have to learn to see our common 
interest, despite the differences of occupation, national 
origin, skin-color, religion, and general psychological out- 
look that divide us today. After all, great rivalries mark 
the behind-the-scenes life of industry and finance, yet the 
bankers and industrialists have learned to protect their 
common interests even while settling their differences in, 
figuratively speaking, armed battle. Because they are few, 
it is much easier for them to solve this problem of overall 
unity that embraces conflict of interest. It will be harder 
for us. But we will gain much, democracy will gain much, 
by our mere effort to achieve that end. 





8 Worldwide Bases 


A better knowledge of world affairs would help us to 
further our common purpose, or at any rate to see where our 
interests lie. The American people are constantly flattered 
that they are the best-informed people on earth. It is cate- 
gorically untrue. We are merely the most-informed. More 
meaningless words are hurled at us daily, in more than 
50,000,000 newspapers, on tens of thousands of radio pro- 
grams, in thousands of magazines and hundreds of news- 
reel commentaries, than any other people has to put up with. 
Almost all the facts of domestic and international affairs 
are to be found among these billions of daily words. But 
it is a fulltime job simply to read enough papers, magazines 
and books to have some basis of comparing the various views 
presented, and it requires special training to put current 
events against the background of history to obtain a valid 
meaning. Our information industries make no effort what- 
soever to provide this consistent meaning that can alone 
enlighten. 

Such an insane profusion of words can misinform or 
confuse; it cannot inform. The news industry and the other 
opinion-forming trades are not organized to educate us. 
They see us only as customers. If we buy more papers, 
they can sell more advertising at higher rates and make 
more money. A wealth of sensational stories, or of events 
distorted by emphasis on unusual but minor aspects — head- 
lines, in other words —will sell more papers than a sober 
style that reports, analyzes, and interprets the trend of each 
day’s events. 

Moreover, the confused end-product of the news-vending 
process is not purely accidental. Beyond their desire to sell 
papers and advertising, the opinion-makers are biased. Press, 
radio and movies are Big Business. The “information” indus- 
tries are, in turn, an inseparable part of the larger industry- 
banking complex, all manipulated and controlled by a 
relative handful of Lamonts, Mellons, du Ponts and Rocke- 
fellers. In the conflict of interest between this small group 
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with its tremendous influence on national policy, and the 
millions of ordinary Americans who have little to say, the 
opinion-forming industries are not neutral. They speak for 
the minority; they speak for the rich and powerful. 

The few and powerful have always been afraid of the 
poor and many. Long before the day of expensive public 
relations counsel, the rich invented charity, patronized 
religion and the arts, distributed free bread and promoted 
free circuses so that wealth might be associated with virtue 
and generosity instead of with. usury and slavery. In the 
same tradition, the opinion-forming industries of our time 
shudder at the word “capitalism,” avoid all evidence that 
there is a conflict of classes within the country or that the 
United States participates in a Great Power struggle for 
worldwide place, power and profit. Under their influence, the 
current public discussion of America’s role in the world 
is conducted on an absurd and infantile level. There is noth- 
ing in it that can enlighten the average man. It contains 
little reference to the realities of markets and monopolies 
but talks a great deal about some intangible thing called 
“American moral leadership.” 

In his first general review of foreign affairs after assum- 
ing the Presidency, Mr. Truman on October 25, 1945 laid 
down twelve moral principles and said they were, in effect, 
our foreign policy. The whole high tone is summed up in 
the first point of the statement of principles: 

“We seek no territorial expansion or selfish advantage. 
We have no plans for aggression against any other state, 
large or small. We have no objective which need clash with 
the peaceful aims of any other nation.” 

This impressive statement was relied upon officially 
throughout the severe international tension of 1945-1948 
as an adequate explanation and justification of American 
foreign policy. Of course our objectives “need not” clash 
with the peaceful aims of any other nation. Provided, that 
is, they take the same view of our objectives as our officials 
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and newspapers do. For example, we publicly proclaim that 
we and we alone shall rule Japan during the occupation 
period. In the event there are differences of opinion among 
the powers, “the view of the United States shall prevail.” 
Now, should one of the powers feel that our rule, in effect, 
incorporates Japanese resources and manpower and 
strategic territory into a purely United States-controlled 
military apparatus, that “need not” be a source of friction. 
The dissatisfied power has only to keep its mouth shut, and 
there will be no friction. 

Behind the now world-debated Truman Doctrine and 
Marshall Plan lies this arrogant assumption of our own 
moral perfection. The bi-partisan backers of the Plan sell 
it as a barrier to what is supposed to be the imminent peril 
of Communist expansion. But their insistence on the “peril” 
would be incomplete if it were not matched by a smug 
confidence that our inner purity makes it perfectly all right 
to push our own power anywhere in the world to ward off 
the “threat.” 

That wouldn’t constitute expansion. Why? Because we 
have appointed ourselves champions of the rights of small 
nations. We are the knights of self-determination. We bring 
free elections and food to all nations. When we use what 
Secretary Marshall has described as “the greatest military 
power and military resources ever assembled” in this way, 
it is out of pure altruism. It is not done “to acquire for the 
United States a special privileged position, either political 
or economic” (again in the words of General Marshall). No, 
we do it simply because that’s the kind of world we like 
to live in. We don’t ask a thing for ourselves. We are 
just a big brother to all mankind. 

Our foreign policy amounts to the simple assertion that 
the United States can do no wrong. That is the inevitable 
effect of the high moral tone. It leaves the realm of reality 
where interests of nations and individuals do, in fact, con- 
flict. It creates an imaginary world in which one nation is 
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endowed with both supreme power and supreme wisdom. 
Wherever an American pursues a material interest abroad, 
wherever an American corporation claims the right to lay 
a pipeline, sink a well, plant rubber, establish an airline 
or make an investment, Americans arms and the State 
Department go along to polish the halo. The suggestion 
that every such business venture should be fully publicized, 
have its facts aired, is treated as an offense to our national 
honor. 

This incredibly childish doctrine especially precludes 
discussion of objectives pursued by the government itself, 
notably air, naval and military bases in various parts of the 
world. President Truman’s first principle of foreign policy 
appears to have been modified, in practice, to read rather 
like a speech by Tom Sawyer: “We seek no territorial 
expansion or selfish advantage except maybe a few battered 
old bases that nobody else wants and that aren’t much good 
anyhow.” A Times* editorial on June 17, 1946, after a 
protestation that “neither the United States nor Great 
Britain can be charged with aggrandizement,” rewords this 
studiously naive view of our base demands: 

“Though the United States seeks additional bases in 
regions formerly under the control of, or accessible to, the 
enemy, it does so either in sparsely populated islands incap- 
able of statehood or self-government, or by agreement with 
like-minded countries, withdrawing whenever, as in the case 
of the Azores, consent is withheld.” 

But it so happens we didn’t withdraw from the Azores. 


*The New York Times will be referred to throughout as the 
Times. I have quoted it repeatedly for several reasons: It devotes more 
space to foreign affairs than perhaps any other American daily; it 
speaks for and reflects so closely the policy of the men presently gov- 
erning the country, that specialists must accept it as a semi-official 
rather than purely independent paper; and, finally, it affects to an 
extreme degree the pretense of Olympian detachment and “objec- 
tivity” characteristic of the American press. The Times presents the 
Propaganda as well as the considered program of the most powerful 
American financial-industrial interests. 
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We stayed there, and on February 2, 1948 obtained Portu- 
guese “consent” to military use of Lagens Airfield for 
another three to five years. The time limit is meaningless. 
As diplomats told Times correspondent Cyrus Sulzberger 
(dispatch from Lisbon dated November 21, 1948): “The 
United States can have an Azores base permanently on 
a temporary basis.” 

The fact is we sent warships to Portugal to demonstrate 
that we would obtain her consent to our use of the Azores — 
or else. And we obtained what we wanted, in a veiled form, 
because, as Portugal’s dictator, Dr. Salazar, told a Times 
correspondent at that very time, Portugal had passed to the 
United States sphere of influence! These are facts pertinent 
to any adult discussion. There can be no intelligent discus- 
sion if it is to be assumed, as a starting point, that there 
is nothing to discuss; that there is no need to go into the 
facts; that even if we demand bases on the territory of sixty 
other countries, the spiritual influence of American policy 
is a guarantee that everything will come out all right in the 
end. No decent person with the responsibility of conducting 
a business abroad, or handling foreign affairs, or making a 
study of actual world relations for academic purposes, can 
possibly take this pious drivel seriously. 

“It should be taken as an axiom of diplomatic psychology 
that no nation can act consistently from motives of spiritual 
satisfaction,” Professor Benjamin H. Williams remarks in 
The Economic Foreign Policy of the Untted States. “If the 
officials of any government pursue policies which sacrifice the 
national interest or involve the nation in commitments and 
entanglements without the hope of material gains, they are 
so fiercely set upon by adversely affected groups within the 
country that they are soon forced to change their policies 
or give way to another set of officers.” 

Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes, later Chief 
Justice of the Supreme Court, remarked that “foreign poli- 
cies are not built upon abstractions. They are the re- 
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sult of national interest arising from some immediate 
exigency .. .”” Admiral Mahan — whose influence on Ameri- 
can policy can hardly be overestimated — puts it even more 
sharply: “Self-interest is not only a legitimate, but a funda- 
mental cause for national policy; one which needs no cloak 
of hypocrisy ... {As Washington said] it is vain to expect 
governments to act continuously on any other ground than 
national interest. They have no right to do so, being agents 
and not principals.” 

Mahan was referring to Washington’s warning in his 
Farewell Address, “that it is folly in one nation to look for 
distinterested favors from another . .. There can be no 
greater error than to expect or calculate upon real favors 
from nation to nation. It is an illusion which experience 
must cure, which a just pride ought to discard.” In a 1778 
letter, Washington said it is a maxim “founded on the 
universal experience of mankind, that no nation is to be 
trusted farther than it is bound by its own interests; and 
no prudent statesman or politician will venture to depart 
from it.” 

Nor have our statesmen and politicians departed from 
it — except in words. They have acquired the habit of gild- 
ing our material interests with “moral’’ phrases. Realists 
have persistently fought this tendency because it confuses 
not alone the public but the men responsible for the formu- 
lation and execution of national policy. F. M. Huntington 
Wilson, Department of State career man and Undersecre- 
tary of State in the time of President Taft, deplored “our 
national foible for grandiloquent sentimentality” and him- 
self compiled a hardboiled textbook for dollar diplomats 
under the revealing title: The Relation of Government to 
Foreign Investment. 

Commodore Perry was annoyed with the phrasemongers 
who presented his forcible opening of Japan in spiritual 
terms — terms comparable to those now employed by Win- 
ston Churchill and John Foster Dulles in their campaign 
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to build a European bloc under the guise of “saving Euro- 
pean civilization.” Said Perry: “Of the selfishness of our 
motives we readily admit that we sought commercial inter- 
course with Japan because we supposed it would be advan- 
tageous. ... We can only smile at the simplicity of those 
who expect to deceive the world by profession of pure, dis- 
interested friendship from one nation toward another, 
irrespective of all considerations of national benefit.” 

Let it be said emphatically: these blunt affirmations of 
American pursuit of material interest are not here pre- 
sented as an accusation of any kind. A like demonstration 
of material foundation for policy might be made for any 
country in the world. The highest spokesmen of the Soviet 
Union, for instance, have replied over a long period of years, 
to questions about the “orientation” of Soviet foreign policy, 
that Soviet policy was not “orientated” on the East or on 
the West, not on Germany or on France, “but on the Soviet 
Union alone.” It is neither good nor bad that nations should 
base their policies on material self-interest; it is neither 
moral nor immoral nor amoral. It is simply an elementary 
fact from which all meaningful discussion must start. 

Let us, therefore, leave worthless “moral” arguments 
and get down to the bread-and-butter, dollars-and-cents, 
what’s-in-it-for-me, material realities. In this case, our start- 
ing point is a simple tabulation of the facts concerning 
American bases abroad. Once we have these facts, we can 
appraise our own policy more objectively. We can see it as 
it looks to other nations. Applying the same hardboiled 
standards to their policies, we should be able to see where 
our material interests meet and where they conflict. No 
doubt we can then find a basis of compromise out of which 
a reciprocal toleration and a mutual respect can grow. Is 
not a firm peace, resting on the solid ground of national 
interest, worth more than the pigheaded pursuit of some 
alleged “high principle” that really spells war? 








CHAPTER 2 
OUR MILITARY EMPIRE 


The little old bases we are admittedly seeking are 
commonly supposed to be a rather minor group of islands 
vaguely known to the public as the Japanese-mandated 
islands of the Pacific. The former Japanese mandates are, 
however, no trifle. They number more than six hundred 
and are scattered over 3,000,000 square miles of the Pacific 
Ocean! They consist of the Marshalls, Carolinas and the 
Marianas or Ladrones, containing such war-familiar names 
as Truk, Palau, Ponape and Yap. Spanish possessions until 
1898, they then passed to Germany and after World War I 
were mandated to Japan. Though the land area involved 
is but 829 square miles with a population of some 85,000, 
the mandated area runs 1,200 miles north from the Equator 
and extends 2,500 miles from east to west. It dominates 
an expanse of water sometimes put at 25,000,000 square 
miles. 

All this is now a United Nations Trust Territory under 
absolute control of the United States. The Trust Territory, 
however, is not, as many believe, the core of the military- 
strategic assets claimed by the United States. The public 
has been poorly informed as to the true extent of American 
empire-building. It would be more precise to say that the 
truth has been carefully concealed from the public. Times 
correspondent James Reston, reporting from Washington 
on June 24, 1946, admits as much: 

“Negotiations on the future of these bases in the two 
great oceans are now going on,” he wrote. “Nothing is said 
about them officially, and even publication of the fact of the 
negotiations is discouraged.” 

Perhaps this “iron curtain” explains how little the public, 
even the largest part of the American intelligentsia, under- 
stands the scope of American military commitments and 
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ambitions. The strategic system we are setting up is liter- 
ally global in scale, Reston reported. He said, in effect, that 
our negotiators were seeking sole American sovereignty 
over islands and continental bases sufficient to dominate the 
Atlantic and Pacific. 

“American policy is now directed not toward an inter- 
national solution of the problem (as favored by President 
Roosevelt) but toward the attainment of naval and air 
rights for the United States in the islands and major ports 
of the communities washed by two oceans.” 

We were (and are) asking not only Japanese islands but 
even possessions of our closest allies. Reston noted, for 
instance, that “we suggested to the British not United Na- 
tions bases in Canton and on Funafuti and Christmas Islands 
in the Pacific, but that these islands be handed over to 
American sovereignty.” They were British possessions but 
they have since entered United States control, as planned. 

In a dispatch on May 11, 1946, Reston had already re- 
ported that the three islands, once yielded to America, would 
become “part of a vast United States defense system in the 
Pacific, part of which would be run under United States 
sovereignty, part in collaboration with the British and 
other Pacific powers, and part under the Security and 
Trusteeship Councils of the United Nations.” The United 
States intended, however, to restrict the British, Australians 
and New Zealanders to a secondary role. Our negotiators, 
Reston said, would decide which islands should become 
“sovereign territory,” to form, along with present Ameri- 
can possessions, a decisive chain of bases. Then the United 
States would be willing “to place some strategic islands 
under the Security Council of the United Nations on terms 
that could give us virtual sovereignty over them; and to 
place others under the Trusteeship Council of the United 
Nations when they are not of vital strategic importance.” 

This is clearer than clear. When the United States 
finally presented trusteeship proposals to the United Nations 
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General Assembly in November 1946, it followed the general 
pattern predicted by Reston. The United States, President 
Truman announced, would be sole administering authority, 
would retain exclusive military, naval and air rights, and 
would rule the islands as “an integral part of the United 
States.” 

But all of this over-emphasizes the Pacific. It is neces- 
sary to point out that we are equally seeking to convert 
the Atlantic into an American lake. As Reston puts it, our 
program calls for naval and air rights in the “major ports 
of the communities washed by the two oceans,” that is, Asia, 
North and South America, Europe, Africa, and even Aus- 
tralia. In short, what we are seeking today is no handful 
of sparsely-inhabited coral islands whose people are “in- 
capable of statehood or self-government,” but a worldwide 
budget of bases. 

The bases themselves are meaningful only in the con- 
text of a system of global power established by the United 
States during World War Il. What we are demanding, 
broadly viewed, is not exactly new bases but the con- 
solidation of the military empire acquired in the course of 
the past five or six years. The public, following the battles, 
grew familiar with strange place-names in every corner of 
the earth. It has yet to learn, however, how many of these 
names are now permanent features of American power- 
geography, rooted in a long history of overseas expansion. 
They add up to a global military-strategic empire, built so 
quietly that only skilled listeners could hear the carpenters 
at work. 

It is precisely the size of this empire that American 
officials and our press appear determined to conceal. Thia 
was made embarrassingly evident in the first session of the 
United Nations General Assembly during debate on the 
Soviet proposal for a so-called “troop census.” The Rus- 
sians asked for an accounting of all bases and troops held 
by member nations on non-enemy soil. They readily agreed 
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to a counter-proposal that home forces be included. At that 
point the American delegation inspired parliamentary 
maneuvers which barely staved off passage of the resolution. 

Why ? Because, as Reston frankly described it, an Ameri- 
can accounting would have revealed “the fact that United 
States and British troops were scattered all over the 
globe.” He said: “The list reads like a gazetteer....A 
review of the location of troops of the major United Na- 
tions shows that the United States has by far the largest 
number of overseas expeditions on foreign soil at the pres- 
ent time... . We would have to report not only on our troops 
in China, Egypt, India and Iceland, but on our bases in the 
British Atlantic islands, in Greenland, the British Common- 
wealth islands in the Pacific, and in the islands and terri- 
tories of the Latin American republics.” 

Reston, of course, was far from exaggerating. The loca- 
tion of American troops, as revealed by the War Department 
six months after the end of the war, was a rough map of 
our world system of bases, valid today. The department 
jisted some sixty countries and island groups, including the 
strange entry, “Africa,” as the only clue to our positions on 
that vast continent. 

Listed in this hemisphere were: Alaska, Canada, Costa 
Rica, Cuba, Jamaica, Nassau, Haiti, Puerto Rico, St. Thomas, 
Trinidad, British Guiana, Bermuda, French Guiana, New- 
foundland, Brazil. Despite the length of the list, it was 
not complete. Tiny news-items ever since that time report 
negotiations to retain wartime bases and even acquire new 
ones, in hemisphere countries strangely omitted from the 
list. Among these are Guatemala, Peru, Ecuador and the 
Republic of Panama. 

The Atlantic list showed American troops in Greenland, 
the Azores, Iceland, England, Ascension Island, Liberia; 
while in Europe and the Mediterranean area, these coun- 
tries were named: Belgium, Norway, France, Luxembourg, 
Germany, Austria, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Italy, 
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French Morocco, Tunisia and Egypt. If Hungary, Czecho- 
slovakia, Bulgaria and Italy may now be removed from 
the list, the tabulation stretches in new directions: Greece, 
Turkey, and Iran must be added. American strategic claims, 
moreover, are evident now in Syria, Lebanon, Iraq, Pales- 
tine, Yemen and Saudi Arabia as well as Egypt. 

In the Pacific and Asia, the list showed American troops 
in China, Japan, Korea, Formosa, the Philippines, Ryukyus, 
Carolines, Marshalls, Marianas, Admiralties, Bonins, Marcus, 
Solomons, Fijis, Aleutians and Hawaiians; in New Cale- 
donia, Wake, Phoenix, Midway, Christmas; in Australia, 
Borneo, Burma and India. 

This global distribution of American power was a product 
of World War II. But it is not necessary for me to “prove” 
that it represents pretty much what our rulers and would-be 
rulers insist on retaining forever. “Proof” is unnecessary 
because our Big Navy and Air Force and Army spokesmen 
keep repeating it aloud. For example, Struve Hensel, 
Assistant Secretary of Navy, outlined that service’s views 
at a press conference on September 5, 1945. He said, in the 
words of the Associated Press, that we should “retain a vast 
postwar ring of naval bases spanning the Pacific, including 
one base that was formerly British.” 

For the Navy alone and quite independently of what 
the Army and Air Force might want, Mr. Hensel demanded 
nine major bases in the Pacific, “stretching from the 
Aleutians to the Admiralties,” and also “six permanent 
major bases in the Atlantic, including one on Bermuda and 
another at Argentia, Newfoundland.” 

Mr. Hensel named the bases the Navy wanted for the 
Pacific as Kodiak; Adak; Hawaii; Guam-Saipan-Tinian con- 
Sidered as one; Balboa in the Canal Zone; Iwo Island in the 
Bonin and Volcano groups; Manus in the Admiralties (Brit- 
ish before the war); the Philippines; and Okinawa in the 
Ryukyus. For the Atlantic, Argentia; Bermuda; Roosevelt 
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Roads, Puerto Rico; San Juan, Puerto Rico; Guantanamo 
Bay, Cuba; Coco Sola, Canal Zone. 

This is far from telling all that Mr. Hensel actually 
revealed about United States territorial ambitions as repre- 
sented by the military-strategic demands of a single service. 
In addition to the nine major bases in the Pacific, Mr. Hensel 
said the Navy wanted many, many others kept “not as 
essential to the Navy’s needs but primarily to prevent them 
from being used by any other nation.” He cited Wake, 
Midway, Eniwetok (later converted into an atomic proving 
ground), Kwajalein and Truk in this category, but gave 
no overall number. He did give a hint, however, when he 
revealed that “at various times in the war,” the United 
States had built 256 bases of all sizes and types in the 
Pacific Theater and 228 in the Atlantic, a total of 484 bases! 

In the more than two years since Hensel outlined the 
Navy’s plans, there has been no shrinkage in the claims 
of any of the armed services. At the end of 1947, Times 
military correspondent Hanson W. Baldwin, noting with- 
drawal of our troops from Italy under the terms of the 
peace treaty, said there were still 600,000 to 700,000 Ameri- 
can soldiers and sailors overseas. His information shows 
that the “gazetteer” character of American military policy 
had not changed. Baldwin’s December 14, 1947 article is 
worth summarizing. 

He estimated that half of all U. S. regular forces were 
overseas. Of these, 226,000 represented forces aboard naval 
vessels outside continental waters; 130,000 to 145,000 occu- 
pation troops in Europe; about 160,000 in Japan and Korea. 

The European force was put at 110,000 to 130,000 in 
Germany; 9,000 to 12,000 in Austria and 5,000 in Trieste. 

Aside from actual troop figures, Baldwin conceded that 
there were other ways of establishing military-strategic 
claims, as by naval demonstrations in the Mediterranean. 
“Recent naval revelations,” he added, “indicate that at 
least one small shore base is maintained temporarily near 
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the Mediterranean area at Port Lyautey in Morocco, north 
of Casablanca.” 

Baldwin said there must be added to actual occupation 
forces, 60,000 to 70,000 sailors and marines at overseas 
bases in the Panama-Caribbean, Alaska-Aleutian, Hawaii, 
Marianas and Philippines-Okinawa areas. 

“Thousands of other Americans,” he said, “are scat- 
tered over large sections of the globe, chiefly in small de- 
tachments. There are several hundreds still in Greenland 
manning weather stations and small ‘bases’ which are 
now a subject of negotiation with Denmark. 

“There are men on duty at weather and radar stations 
in northern Canada, on the River Clyde in Baffin Island 
and in the Alaska-Aleutian area. The smaller Pacific islands 
are peopled by isolated detachments of Army, Navy or 
Marine personnel— most of them connected with military 
government, weather stations or guard and ‘housekeeping’ 
duties.” 

A few days after Baldwin made this summary, it was 
announced that the United States had at last returned the 
Port Lyautey base to which he referred. But the announce- 
ment failed to mention that the return took place only after 
France had agreed to let the U.S. Navy retain “landing 
rights” there. This is one more reminder that formal cession 
or lease of bases to the United States is not the sole test of 
American military infiltration; nor is formal “return” of 
wartime bases an indication of the shrinking of the Amer- 
ican strategic empire. 

Far from shrinking, our chain of bases in the Mediter- 
ranean was growing rapidly at that very time. The United 
States set up again in January the air base it had main- 
tained during wartime at Mellaha in Libya (near Tripoli) 
and the British announced that American military planes 
would be granted use of British fields in that region begin- 
ning with Royal Air Force bases at Castel Benito, Libya, 
and Luqa, Malta. Hanson Baldwin added a footnote to this 
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on January 18. He said our fleet had visited Suda Bay, in 
Crete, a number of times and it “might be considered a 
potential naval base.” But we don’t really lack Mediter- 
ranean bases, he added, “for the British base at Cyprus and 
strong British positions at Malta and Gibraltar in addition 
to ports in British-held Libya are available to us.” For that 
matter, he said, American heavy bombers are still being 
“rotated” to Europe and operated from bases not only in 
Germany but in Britain. Of course no one needs to be 
reminded of this fact since the artificial “Berlin crisis” that 
began in March 1948. So many heavy bombers were moved 
to British bases, that a real war panic spread throughout 
the United Kingdom. Under cover of the cooked-up crisis, 
the United States returned to full possession and operation 
of the briefly surrendered wartime airfield at Burtonwood, 
Lancashire, where 30,000 Americans were based during the 
war. Aside from the effect on the British people of this 
operation, with its implication of American power to decide 
war or peace for England, the affair must have served as a 
new and bitter reminder to Britain’s rulers that nowhere in 
the world is there a base the once mighty British imperial- 
ists can call their own. 

At the other end of the world, about the same time, 
United States Army engineers were said to have completed 
a $13,000,000 American air base at Misawa near the north- 
east tip of Honshu Island. This was described publicly (for 
instance, a dispatch to the Times of May 3, 1948 from cor- 
respondent Lindesay Parrott) as but “the latest in a chain 
of airfields built at key points in Japan since the occupation 
began.” The program makes no pretense of being part of 
the necessary police provisions for the occupying power, for 
Japan had plenty of military airfields. They were not, how- 
ever, adapted to the biggest American bombers, and the 
new program was undertaken to correct this “defect.” 

These are but indications. No one outside high military 
or inner “bipartisan” planning councils of the government 
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knows the real total of strategic positions directly and in- 
directly controlled by the United States through all three 
armed services plus various American-dominated native 
governments! How far can defense requirements go? It 
is revealing to discover that Admiral Raymond A. Spruance, 
Commander of the Fifth Fleet, had opposed postwar bases 
on Okinawa because that would spell something very differ- 
ent from “defense.” Spruance told newsmen at Manila 
shortly before Struve Hensel included Okinawa in his list 
of major Navy bases: “It would be a sore point with us if 
a foreign power held a string of islands blockading our 
coast.” 

As much can be said of many other sites than Okinawa. 
It is simply impossible to keep increasing the number of 
any nation’s bases indefinitely, and extending the range of 
its strategic positions over two-thirds of the globe, without 
converting “defense” into strategic empire with all the 
risks of empire. And that is what we have done. In the eyes 
of every people in the world — except the American people, 
flooded with misleading information by our “free press” — 
the following are the minimum limits of American strategic 
empire today: 

1. We have acquired total strategic domination over 
the American hemisphere, beyond early effective challenge 
by any other Great Power. 

2. We have taken over control of the Atlantic and 
Pacific Oceans. 

3. We seek the necessary positions in Europe and Asia 
and Africa and Australasia to maintain that control. In 
practice, we have those positions as a result of occupa- 
tion during the war. The pre-war possessors of the bases 
are in many cases unwilling to surrender them on our terms, 
but the United States continues in sole possession during 
endless negotiations. It is all very well to say that “we plot 
no conquests,” but what if we refuse to surrender other 
People’s territories loaned to us during the war? 





CHAPTER 3 
ARMS AND THE PLAN 


The most sensational and revealing book anyone could 
dream up today, would be a full official record of all United 
States negotiations for bases since the war’s end. Publica- 
tion of that record would undo all the high moral propa- 
ganda we have been deluged with. In every part of the 
world, behind an alert censorship, our officials have nego- 
tiated to retain bases set up during the war and to estab- 
lish new ones. But only when circumstances produce a 
crisis somewhere in the world over the issue of American 
bases, does the bare fact of the negotiations get through 
the iron curtain our “free press” has erected or accepted. 

Our refusal to get out of Greenland has been the subject 
of bitter internal fights in Denmark, but the American 
people cannot be blamed if they do not know this. It is 
given so little press notice, when it is recorded at all, that 
they are unaware we have all but refused point-blank to 
get out of Greenland and return that possession to nominally 
sovereign Denmark. The Times gave ten lines on page 18, 
May 22, 1946, to a demand in the Danish parliament for 
termination of the wartime treaty with the United States 
by which we got into Greenland in the first place. Diplo- 
matic “negotiations,” in which we certainly hold more than 
one club over little Denmark’s head, were still in progress 
at the end of 1947. 

A similar story might be told of unequal negotiations 
with Portugal for positions in the Azores, and we retained 
military air rights in Iceland, civilian in form, only by 
forcing a change in the Icelandic Government. This, inci- 
dentally, was one of the first cases of the now familiar 
process by which Communists, no matter how large their 
electoral following, are ousted from governments by Ameri- 
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can economic and diplomatic pressure— with bombers and 
battleships in plain sight. 

Since our military-strategic ambitions have the range 
of a gazetteer, a full account of our pressure-negotiations 
would run to encyclopedia size. A fair compromise would 
be to describe a typical case. The history of our negotiations 
with Panama fills the bill. 

By treaty with Panama in 1942, we acquired 134 base 
sites on her soil, quite apart from the 10-mile canal strip 
which was not in question. The treaty specified that we 
would get out of Panama, give up all the bases, a year 
after the end of the war. American officials, seeking exten- 
sion of the base agreement after the war, contended that 
the war wasn’t over until a definitive treaty had been signed 
with Japan. 

Now the United States, which so energetically denounced 
Russia for negotiating with “little” Iran while Russian 
troops were on Iranian soil—-under a similar wartime 
agreement — conducted negotiations with much littler 
Panama under conditions far less equal. The United States 
proposed a number of permanent bases in Panama, particu- 
larly a base large enough to accommodate our biggest 
bombers at Rio Hato, on the Pacific side of Panama, seventy 
miles from the canal. The American proposal, especially with 
regard to the projected $30,000,000 development at Rio 
Hato, was that Panama grant the United States a lease for 
at least sixty and possibly ninety-nine years. 

Such a lease is, in reality, not a lease at all: it is cession 
of the territory involved. On November 28, 1947, the United 
States Circuit Court of Appeals said as much in a decision 
involving a United States ninety-nine year base at Ber- 
muda. Bermuda is a British possession but the court ruled 
that the leased base was in effect as much an American 
“possession” as Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico are. 
Examining the terms of the lease, the court said: 

“The cumulative effect of these various provisions com- 
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pels the conclusion that the areas are subject to fully as 
complete control by the United States as obtains in other 
areas long known as ‘possessions’ of the United States.” 

For sixteen months the United States pressed negotia- 
tions with Panama for concessions which, therefore, would 
have impaired the sovereignty of that state. The “free 
press” of the United States, very busy with alarming tales 
of Russian expansion, vaguely and barely reported the 
fact of negotiations but completely concealed the terms pro- 
posed by the United States. To my knowledge, none of the 
following facts got into print while the negotiations were in 
progress: 

Foreign Minister Ricardo Alfaro vigorously opposed the 
American demands and characterized them as an attempt 
on Panamanian sovereignty. During the Inter-American Con- 
ference in Rio de Janeiro in August 1947, Secretary Mar- 
shall suggested to Alfaro that he might consider fifty years, 
or, later, thirty. Alfaro replied that the sum of the terms 
would still add up to a loss of sovereignty for Panama. 

On October 8, when General Marshall and Senor Alfaro 
were both attending the United Nations General Assembly 
in New York, Marshall suggested that the thirty years 
might be divided into a fifteen-year period followed by 
a fifteen-year option. He then made a “last” offer of ten and 
ten. Alfaro countered with two years and then raised his 
maximum to five. He left no doubt in Marshall’s mind that 
he would quit office rather than sign a treaty on United 
States terms. 

The State Department, however, counted on American 
economic influence in Panama to win compliance from that 
government in the long run. The $480,000 paid annually for 
lease of the Canal Zone, the $45,000 proposed annual fee 
for the base sites to be retained, and the money spent in 
developing the bases, added up to a very important influence 
in the economy of so small a country. (Though dollar- 
minded gentlemen never seem to perceive human sensibili- 
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ties: one of the most irritating aspects of United States 
policy in Panama, was a kind of Jim Crow double-standard 
by which we paid American employes in gold and Pana- 
manians in silver). Confident of our strength, the Depart- 
ment delivered on November 10, 1947, a note that — in view 
of the size of the two nations and the history of our seizure 
of Panama—amounted to an ultimatum. The Department 
called it a firm “final stand.” 

All this made no headlines here. But it roused popular 
fury in Panama. The government of that country neverthe- 
less agreed to General Marshall’s treaty terms and an agree- 
ment calling for a ten year lease on Rio Hato and other 
sites, with ten year renewal option, was prepared. Alfaro 
resigned in protest on December 9, but the treaty was 
signed the following day. Mass protest demonstrations and 
banners denouncing American imperialism marked the 
signature and continued, despite police violence, during 
subsequent consideration of the treaty by the National 
Assembly. 

This at last broke through the barrier of silence main- 
tained by the American press. It obtained limited space — 
as “riots” by “mobs,” of course. The “riots,” however, 
so truly represented Panamanian national sentiment that, 
against all the pressure the United States could bring to 
bear, the Assembly on December 22 unanimously repudiated 
the treaty! Not until then did the case of Panama finally 
win full headlines here! 

The United States thereupon decided to withdraw from 
Panama. The Times’ James Reston, a virtual spokesman for 
State Department circles, put it this way: 

“The United States was not prepared to go before the 
United Nations and argue against a unanimous vote of the 
Parliament of a sovereign nation. ... Otherwise, the whole 
moral argument against Soviet tactics in the Dardanelles, 
Tran and Eastern Europe would have been challenged, and 
nobody here was prepared to pay that price for the bases, 
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especially since the Administration is confident that we will 
eventually reach a mutually satisfactory arrangement with 
Panama.” 

Administration confidence is, no doubt, increased by the 
fact that American control of the key bases has never been 
interrupted. When American military personnel left, ar- 
rangements were promptly made to move in “civilian” per- 
sonnel. Pan American Airways, it was explained, had 
installed aerophares —navigation aids — which had been 
operated by the U.S. Army for the benefit of American 
military and commercial airlines. Following evacuation, the 
airline —an arm of the American government — assigned 
its own men to stations at Rio Hato, San Blas Point and 
Rey Island. Thus United States control of the facilities con- 
tinues until such time as Panama has quieted down and its 
government can give away the bases without an uprising. 

It is hard to pass this by without extended analysis of the 
way our press handled the whole affair. But I shall limit 
myself to a single point. Suppose Russia were negotiating 
with, say Turkey, for bases, and a Turkish president had 
approved an agreement. Then, as the treaty went to the 
Turkish parliament for approval, four thousand women 
marched in the streets to protest the agreement. Is there an 
American paper that wouldn’t find room on the front page 
for that, even if there were a local earthquake story? But it 
happened in Panama, and the treaty was with the United 
States, so I found the story buried in the Times (December 
17, 1947). It got eight lines under a one-line head. 

No matter how well our “free press” may conceal such 
stories from us, ordinary, unscholarly people all over the 
world know about the Panama affair. They know that 
the people of Panama poured out into the streets celebrating 
the rejection of the treaty as they might have celebrated 
victory against an armed invader. Much as the defenders 
of Verdun and Madrid halted the enemy with the cry of, 
“They shall not pass,” so the Panamanians rejoiced in the 
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streets with the cry of, “It did not pass.” And that is 
known everywhere. And the knowledge shapes world opinion 
of American policy. 


THE ARMS RACE 


It is our bases and our aggressive base-procurement 
policy that impresses the rest of the world. It does not 
matter how earnestly we explain that the Marshall Plan 
is strictly peaceful and absolutely unselfish, others will still 
see the bases. If we now add the impression created by 
the size of our arms budget, do we really believe we can 
convince anyone that our policy is one of “peaceful recon- 
struction?” We may re-christen the Marshall Plan the 
European Reconstruction Program, but the facts about our 
bases-and-armaments race will still contradict the name. 

What an arms program it is! The unprecedented $10,- 
500,000,000 to $13,000,000,000 regularly appropriated for 
the armed services and related “national defense” needs in 
1947, is a bare beginning. Absolutely fantastic sums were 
demanded as the new Congress met early in 1948. It does 
not in the least matter which of these demands succeed and 
which fail or how they are modified before they are realized. 
Their existence demonstrates to world opinion that our na- 
tinal policy is geared to virtually unlimited war preparations 
for the years ahead. 

This outline of a total war-economy was drawn by the 
President’s Air Policy Commission in a report submitted 
in January 1948 after hearings late in 1947. It particularly 
approved Air Force demands that would require us, first, to 
maintain a world chain of bomber-bases, and second, an 
air fleet as costly as our present twenty-billion-dollar Navy! 
In general, it recommended a bristling military program that 
would, the report said, increase our annual military expenses 
until, by 1952, they would be at least double their present 
enormous figure. Budget figures submitted by President 
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Truman giving “revised” estimates for 1948 and first esti- 
mates for 1949 only hint at the appalling totals even for the 
current year. 

He asked for $10,746,000,000 for “national defense” in 
1948 and $11,025,000,000 in 1949. “International affairs,” 
which means our aggressive foreign policy, will cost $5,533,- 
000,000 for 1948 and $7,009,000,000 for 1949. For these two 
items alone, then, we are asked to provide $34,313,000,000 
in two years. The thirty-four billions, incidentally, cover 
the Marshall Plan costs but not those of the Truman Doc- 
trine, for in submitting his figures Mr. Truman indicated 
he would ask later for money to be used in Greece and China. 

Nor does “national defense” cover all the essentially 
military expenditures. It is no easy matter to interpret the 
budget or the Air Policy Commission’s report, but Hanson 
Baldwin estimated that by 1952 we would be called upon to 
lay out $25,000,000,000 a year for arms alone! ‘Interna- 
tional affairs” and other indirect armaments expenditures 
would be extra! What the armaments program itself con- 
templates, is suggested by the following sample proposals, 
all made public by competent authorities: 

1. Expenditure of five billions in the next few years 
for “redesign and improvement of atomic weapons.” This 
is on the authority of David Lilienthal, chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission. 

2. An overall expenditure, beyond reliable estimate, 
for a vast air program. This program, approved by the Air 
Policy Commission, was publicly formulated by Gen. Car] 
Spaatz, commander of the U.S. Air Force and W. Stuart 
Symington, Secretary of the Department of the Air Force, 
in hearings before the commission. 

Spaatz and Symington called for at least 630 of our 
largest bombers (B-29s now and B-36s when available) to 
be based overseas ready to strike any part of the world, 
“in retaliation” for an attack, of course. There would be 
at least ten times that many lighter supporting craft in 
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the air force they outlined, and a reserve force exceeding 
even this combined figure. 

The number and composition of the “seventy groups” 
demanded by Spaatz and Symington, of which fifty-five are 
guaranteed by earlier appropriations, mean a peacetime Air 
Force (aside from Navy planes) of more than 20,000 air- 
craft. The report said on this score: “We have concluded 
that the minimum force necessary at the present time is an 
Air Force composed of 12,400 modern planes ... and an 
adequate reserve, now estimated at 8,100 aircraft .. .” 

It is also indicated that the Air Force has most of these 
planes except that its reserve is smaller than it would wish. 
What is particularly new in the program, as approved by 
the Air Policy Commission, is the demand for more money 
to place larger replacement orders each year so that the 
plane-manufacturing industry may be kept, if not on a 
war-footing, at least ready for quick expansion to war levels. 

3. An overall “defense” program whose real cost can- 
not be estimated, in which the above-described expanded 
Air Force would be a key element. The nearest available 
cost figure is provided by the combined testimony of Act- 
ing Secretary of State Robert A. Lovett and plane de- 
signer Alexander P. de Seversky. Commenting on the pro- 
gram sketched by Lovett, Seversky said: 

“The creation of these striking and defense forces in 
terms of tomorrow’s potential and tomorrow's strategy may 
require an investment of national wealth approaching the 
value of our present fleet-in-being-— that is to say, around 
$20,000,000,000, this over and above the current require- 
ments of our present air forces as indicated by the Secre- 
tary of Air.” 

4, Denying the supremacy of the independent Air Force, 
John L. Sullivan, Secretary of the Department of the Navy, 
asked that the Navy’s separate air force be set at 3,300 
combat aircraft, 2,700 aircraft in fleet support, 2,000 train- 
ing ships, 2,700 in reserve and 3,800 planes for spares 
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and overhaul work. To keep its force at this strength, the 
Navy would have to buy 2,500 to 3,000 new planes a year. 

The report approved most of these demands: “The Navy 
requires 5,793 front-line planes, plus about 5,100 in sup- 
port.” Simple addition of these 10,893 Navy planes and 
20,500 Air Force planes spells a peacetime combined combat 
airfieet of 31,393 planes! And the report, as well as a flock 
of military spokesmen, emphasize that this is just the figure 
for “Phase I,” a preliminary period ending in 1952, when 
heaven knows what additions to the program will be made. 

To reach even the Phase I level, the commission asked 
an expenditure on the Air Force alone of $4,150,000,000 in 
1948. The combined aviation outlay for the year, another 
source reveals, would be $5,325,000,000. The commission’s 
report appears to ask that this amount be increased to 
more than seven billions in 1949! 

5. <A guided missile program to cost staggering bil- 
lions is an added starter. The first available figures to be 
made public on this program, were supplied by John K. 
Northrup, outstanding authority. He said 5,000 small guided 
missiles with a range of 600 miles would cost $375,000,000 
to produce over a period of years; 5,000 1,400-mile super- 
sonic missiles would cost $1,500,000,000; 5,000 giant ones 
with a top range of 3,500 miles, would take another $3,500,- 
000,000. Nor is this entirely a matter of future projects. 
A number of agencies and services have long been conduct- 
ing expensive research and development projects in this 
field. 

6. Maintenance of 1,400,000 officers and men under 
arms in the several services. This would cost about $10,- 
000,000,000 a year. But that doesn’t include an annual cost 
of $765,000,000 for maintaining the National Guard at a 
strength of 723,000, with the help of Universal Military 
Training. UMT itself would cost two billions a year accord- 
ing to official estimates and double that by other — and 
possibly more reliable — estimates. The Army’s Organized 
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Reserve Corps is another $400,000,000 and there is no esti- 
mate for that of the Navy; both mean, in effect, larger 
armed forces than the formal figure above. 

7. Naval building centers on 80,000-ton carriers capable 
of launching 50-ton bombers. The Navy has under con- 
struction one battleship, two large aircraft carriers, two 
escort carriers, four heavy cruisérs, two light cruisers, five 
destroyers, one submarine and ten small vessels. The budget- 
message calls for slowing down this construction, without 
abandoning it entirely, in order to emphasize new types of 
craft such as the super-carriers. 

You do not have to go abroad to see what an impres- 
sion this program produces on a mind not paralyzed by 
one-sided propaganda in its favor. A letter from a D. Molony 
in nearby Staten Island to the Times Sunday magazine of 
December 28, 1947, tells volumes in a few lines. The letter 
commented on an earlier article purporting to describe the 
strategic plans of the U.S. Air Force, but actually glorifying 
the militarists. The letter said: 

“Re Anthony Leviero’s ‘Air War Across the Pole,’ please 
do not fail to follow up your magnificent project for push- 
button bombing all the cities of the Soviet Union and North 
China from an atomic bomb station in Canada. I long to 
know how you propose to destroy the cities of South Africa, 
South America, India, the East and West Indies (not for- 
getting Ceylon and Madagascar) from a base in Antarctica. 
A third article might show that the remnants of the planet 
could be handed over to Franco, say, on Christmas Day, 
1952.” 

Each step down the road of militarization heightens the 
hysteria; the demands of the services themselves become 
increasingly hysterical and no one thinks of putting for- 
ward a request for anything less than billions. How can 
anyone determine a “reasonable” figure for armaments or 
Marshall Plans when there is no set objective against which 
to measure the demand? “There is not now and has not been 
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any integrated and co-ordinated postwar plan of defense,” 
writes Hanson Baldwin. What is more, there is no single 
national policy into which an integrated military plan could 
fit—if there were an integrated military plan. There is 
nothing but the non-quantitative bombast of the Truman 
Doctrine: we must save our “way of life’ at all cost, “and 
no matter what the cost, war would cost more.” The whole 
thing degenerates into a pork-barrel scramble where the 
biggest brass, the fanciest gold-braid, and the most power- 
ful bankers-turned-statesmen, imitate pigs at feeding time. 

There is nothing in this setup, planless as it is (unless, 
indeed, there is a war plan, a time-table, that they conceal 
from us) to keep them from eating us out of house and 
home. For the Air Policy Commission’s projected eighteen 
billions for arms in 1952 and the five or ten more per year 
required for “international affairs,” are not the end of the 
matter. There is no end; the concealed strategic costs go on 
and on. Here are some: 

Upward of two billions for a five- or six-year strategic 
stockpiling program; a National Science Foundation to aid 
military research at an eventual annual cost of over $120,- 
000,000; new armories and facilities for the expanded Na- 
tional Guard, $600,000,000; a half-billion goes to building 
new trans-sonic and supersonic wind tunnels; another half- 
billion for laboratories and proving grounds for new weapons 
and guided missiles. A series of such items causes Baldwin 
to raise the Air Policy Commission’s purely military ante 
from eighteen to twenty-five billions. 

But that’s only the chicken-feed (or should I say swine- 
feed?) The generals and admirals are timid about asking 
for money, if you compare them with spokesmen for the 
biggest private interests. Take the oil companies. They 
have acquired vast foreign holdings largely at government 
expense, yielding profits largely tax-free, yet when they 
come forward—as they do now—with a plan for develop- 
ment of a synthetic fuel industry, they ask the government 





Arms and the Plan 35 


to assume the cost. The “civilian” Department of the In- 
terior dutifully presents to the nation, with the approval 
of the Department of Defense (combined Army, Navy, Air 
Force), a proposal that the government initiate such a pro- 
gram at an eventual cost of —nine billion dollars! 

And so on down the line. The payroll of our growing 
national and international spy systems (“intelligence”) is 
another cost of the war orientation. The entire government 
outlay for civil aviation and the merchant marine (mail 
subsidies, harbor work, airport development) is for all prac- 
tical purposes a military-strategic investment. We built a 
synthetic rubber industry in wartime and bear the cost of 
its maintenance in peacetime, as a military-strategic “neces- 
sity.” And, as Baldwin observes, “each military capital in- 
vestment entails a greater annual outlay for maintenance 
and depreciation.” 

What all this spells for civil liberties and the standard 
of living of the American people, it is not possible to demon- 
strate in a work of this kind. What we are concerned with 
here, is the impression our so-called “preparedness” makes 
on people abroad. Needless to say, the figures don’t suggest 
peaceful intentions to them. Our “defense” plans and our 
Marshall Plan are seen in one framework. The whole be- 
havior of the United States presents the threatening man- 
ners of a new military imperialism. Its range, as Baldwin 
described it in December, 1946, is global: 

“The Army and Navy have agreed on a world-wide com- 
mand set-up for the United States armed forces that pro- 
Vides unified command in the various theaters of operation 
from Germany and the Mediterranean to the Far East... . 
The Navy will be vested with command over all forces in 
4 vast area of the Pacific from the Hawaiian Islands to and 
including the former Japanese-mandated islands. 

“General Douglas MacArthur, who is Supreme Com- 
mander, Allied Forces, in Japan and Korea . . . will have 
Operational command (in case of necessity) of the Bonins, 
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Volcanoes and Marianas, including the great naval bases 
at Guam... MacArthur also will command the Philippines 
and the Ryukyus, but United States Naval Forces in the 
Far East — the old Seventh Fleet — and the 10,000 Marines 
still remaining in China will be under the direct command 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

“The agreements ... provide for the establishment of 
a separate Alaskan command... . Other command agree- 
ments... provide for the establishment of unified commands 
in the Caribbean under an Army officer, and of a northeast 
command for Newfoundland, Labrador and Greenland, also 
under an Army officer. The titles of the commanding officers 
in the European and Mediterranean Theaters may be 
changed slightly ... but otherwise no great change... 
is involved.” 

Today you can stick a pin anywhere on the map and 
prick an American general or admiral. Yet by some miracle 
of smugness, this complete break with American tradition 
and assumption of military prerogatives beyond those ever 
claimed by any power in recorded history, is presented to 
the domestic audience as further proof of American gener- 
osity, disinterestedness, eagerness to serve others. Bosh! 
Who ever heard of admirals and generals absorbed in the 
moralities? Their business is to impose our foreign policy 
upon others by force if a show of force will not do the trick. 

Our strategic expansion is not understandable without 
preliminary acknowledgment of other factors. These are, 
on the whole, rather widely known if not fully appreciated. 
First, we have attained worldwide air and naval and tele- 
communications supremacy in the course of two world wars. 
Supposedly non-military agreements covering American 
telecommunications, merchant shipping and civil-aviation 
privileges, are unmistakably strategic values. The three 
industries are universally recognized as basically military 
in character. They have been built, in every case, with the 
aid of government subsidies and for the avowed purpose 
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of furthering the national interest or “national defense.” 
Despite the insistence of the United States —to the point 
of fetishism—on “private enterprise” and “free competi- 
tion” in every field, the United States Treasury footed the 
bill for American supremacy in these fields. Nor is the 
government stepping aside at this point to let the nominal 
owners run their industries as simple commercial undertak- 
ings. They remain United States government responsibilities 
because they are keys to world power. 

Second, our genera] economic strength, based on the 
greatest productive plant in man’s history, has given the 
United States an enormous though temporary advantage 
over all other industrial countries. One aspect of this 
economic margin over other powers is a sort of cosmopolitan 
technological superiority. We have a presumed monopoly 
of atomic explosives, for instance, despite the admitted 
lagging of American scientists in the field of atomic theory. 
General economic and technological leadership drew the 
necessary world-talent to a strictly American project, at 
a time when the United States alone was beyond the reach 
of bombers. 

The overwhelming financial position of the United States 
is the decisive expression of its economic strength. The 
dependence of most of the world on American financial or 
economic “cooperation,” provided the opportunity for the 
launching of the Marshall Plan. The Plan, in turn, would 
legalize and make permanent the dependence. Apologists for 
the plan assert the opposite. They say the plan is the very 
negation of imperialism because it tries to put the war- 
battered nations back on their own feet and end their 
dependence. But the official summary of the program says 
its terms would impose American limitations on the amount 
of factory-construction, power-plant establishment and even 
home-rebuilding, that any participant in the plan might 
undertake. Steel-mill construction and shipbuilding were 
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particularly restricted. Thus it is clear the plan attempts 
to make our present advantages permanent by control of 
key portions of each country’s economy. It therefore occa- 
sions no surprise to see only thinly veiled political controls 
following the economic ones. 

There is an unreality about plans which contemplate 
“eolonizing” the whole great, industrialized complex called 
Europe.* After all, it is not some superiority of the Ameri- 
can character but the effects of war that make the tem- 
porary odds so great. The homes and factories of all Europe 
were damaged by the war; not one house in the United 
States was hit by an enemy shell or bomb, while our in- 
dustry, stimulated by the war, expanded and retooled. A 
few years will cut down this war-created margin. Then 
what will happen to a policy built on the sand? At present, 
nevertheless, the odds are great and American policy rests 
upon them. Financial supremacy is the typical American 
instrument for the direct peacetime consolidation of our 
wartime gains. The political loan often indicates the full 
breadth of our strategic ambitions when military maps only 
hide the boundaries. 

Against this background, the base-claims quietly staked 
out by the United States, acquire a new significance. Our 
aggressive foreign policy, our meaningful display of mili- 
tary, economic and financial power, contradict the casual 
tone in which our statesmen and publicists touch on the 
matter of American bases — when they touch on it at all. If 
we now collect all the claims in one pile, we shall indeed dis- 
cover they are no trifling matter. They add up to a bid 
for absolute world domination. They also promise — if the 
American people do not intervene to drive the bankers and 
generals out of Washington —an ultimate resounding col- 
lapse of our foreign policy. Every inch of our present path 
is paved with the explosive materials of a new world war. 


* Professor Hans Kohn, reviewing the first edition tn the Times of June 13, 
quetes this passage and says I can rightly refer to such a plan aa ‘‘unreal,” for 
“certainly it is not the Marshall Plan.’’ But very conservative writers—in the 
pages of the same paper—support me and contradict Prof. Kohn. See Chapter 16. 





CHAPTER 4 
CONQUEST OF POWER 


American base-claims are not a startling break with an 
isolationist past. They did not emerge fully developed from 
the forehead of a suddenly power-crazed War or Navy De- 
partment. World War II was not the beginning of United 
States empire. Modern American imperialism is at least 
fifty years old and its roots, moreover, may be traced to 
earlier forms of expansion as old as our country. American 
expansion began in fact, almost as soon as the idea of in- 
dependence” took serious hold among colonial leaders. 

I am not here suggesting that every form of growth of 
the original thirteen colonies was of an imperialist char- 
acter. Indeed, I am not primarily concerned at this point 
with the character of our expansion at any time. I am 
interested only in rescuing an elementary truth from the 
grip of a national myth. The myth pretends that the 
United States was isolated and insulated from the world 
until the recent war —or at least until World War I. The 
truth is that the United States was plunged from — and 
by— its very birth into a long-term global struggle for 
power, 

In its early stages, America’s power-struggle was de- 
fensive but it was real and conscious. Several great world 
powers at first, and Great Britain all through America’s 
history, sought by all means to restrict the growth and 
even the internal development of the United States. Eng- 
land blocked expansion where she could—both economic 
and territorial — and exploited political divisions within the 
country to check development. What more natural? In 
a capitalist world, relations among states are stamped by 
the sacred principle of unrestricted competition. Capitalist 
competition means, in practice, fierce struggle for domina- 
tion of the world-market and the world itself. Each com- 
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petitor tries to destroy all other competitors and thereby 
destroy competition. Each competing state strives for 
world domination. 

Born into a world of fierce competion, the United States 
was subject to the laws of competition. The struggle for 
power that is implicit in such competition, put its stamp 
upon the very pattern of American economic development, 
a development that began with the desire for independence 
but soon discovered there is no independence —in such a 
world — short of supremacy. More and more the pattern 
of development sought, as its base, American supremacy on 
this continent as well as domination of adjacent islands. 
And more and more the direction of development was to- 
ward a level of strength which would permit a showdown 
with Great Britain. Nor, with Britain actively hindering 
America’s development, could this process be wholly un- 
conscious on either side. Britain, too, saw the danger, for 
from its birth the United States was recognized as enjoying 
the promise of ultimate growth to Great Power rank. 

This is not hindsight. It may seem that no one could 
have previsioned the undeveloped American colonies of the 
1770’s, or the feeble independent United States of the 1780’s 
and 1790’s, as a Great Power. Still less, it would appear, 
could she have been recognized as potentially greater than 
the then ruling power of the world, Great Britain. But 
it is a fact that acute minds on both sides of the Atlantic 
saw that the revolted colonies had inherited what might 
easily prove decisive natural and historical advantages. 

First, they had a vast hinterland for expansion, a whole 
continent to become the foundation of empire. Second, 
their continent lay between the two great oceans giving 
them an ultimate advantage in a seapower contest with 
Britain, whose home islands are so remote from the Pacific. 
Third, their relative isolation, in the state of communica- 
tions then prevailing, promised a degree of immunity from 
European interference. At any rate, the British effort to 
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inhibit United States expansion on the American continent 
would hardly succeed. 

On both sides of the water, it was understood that the 
growth of American power and any eventual bid by the 
United States for world pre-eminence, would depend upon 
the development of American industry, to be followed by 
foreign trade and overseas expansion. Already in 1791, 
the House of Representatives asked for a report on how 
“to render the United States independent of foreign na- 
tions for military and other essential supplies.” Secretary 
of the Treasury Alexander Hamilton made the report: ‘‘Not 
only the wealth but the independence and security of a 
country appear to be materially connected with the pros- 
perity of manufactures.” The whole course of the United 
States was thereafter more or less consciously charted 
toward industrial development on a continent-wide base. 

Responsible statesmen had to forsee the power-potential 
of the weak American colonies. Without French aid, Ameri- 
can independence could never have been achieved, yet when 
aid was sought, it was the duty of the dominant French 
Minister, Vergennes, to weigh the temporary advantage of 
hurting France’s powerful enemy, Great Britain, against 
the permanent disadvantage if an American rival were 
thereby created. “We ask independence only for the thir- 
teen states of America,” he advised his King in 1778. “We 
do not desire that a new Republic shall arise which shall 
become the exclusive mistress of this immense continent.” 

In like manner, American statesmen had always to make 
immediate plans with a view to historical growth. The 
forms of American growth were dictated by America’s 
weakness and Britain’s strength. The United States had 
to seek territorial, industrial and commercial expansion 
where it was hardest for Britain to interfere, notably on 
the American continent. Another principle of American 
policy was to grow at the expense of European powers al- 
ready weakened by Britain’s rise. Thus, our early expan- 
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sion was largely at the cost of Spain and France. A third 
principle dealt with timing. We expanded when Britain 
was too deeply engaged in European and Asiatic battles to 
pay attention to us. The American colonies won their in- 
dependence in a global conflict—Britain against France, 
Holland, Spain and Russia for world empire —where we 
were about as important as, let us say, Burma in World 
War II. It is no accident that there were as many French 
as American troops at Yorktown when Cornwallis sur- 
rendered. American independence and United States ex- 
pansion were functions of international relations from the 
very start, our national myth of isolation notwithstanding. 
The ink was not dry in 1783 on the Treaty of Versailles, 
which settled the global issues along with the Anglo-Ameri- 
can ones, when United States expansion began. As a mat- 
ter of fact, plens for expansion preceded independence. 
The terms of the alliance with France in 1778 included the 
right of the United States to British possessions (other than 
the thirteen colonies themselves) which the new-born 
Republic might conquer in the course of the war. The 
Treaty of Versailles gave the United States all the territory 
between Canada and Florida east of the Mississippi. The 
United States immediately initiated a series of threats and 
forcible seizures that wrested Florida from declining Spain. 
Next, when Napoleon feared British seizure of French 
America and wished to strengthen Britain’s American 
enemy, he offered us the Louisiana Territory for sixteen 
million dollars. Jefferson grabbed at this eagerly. It was 
part of the foreseen and foreseeable destiny of the land. 
By the Louisiana Purchase we got the present states 
of Arkansas, Colorado, Iowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Minnesota, 
Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, Oklahoma, 
South Dakota and Wyoming. Various border settlements 
from Maine to Oregon, usually involving friction with Eng- 
land, filled out our territory to the North and Northwest 
while a series of intrigues and a war in the 1840’s, plus 
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the Gadsden Purchase in 1853, wrested from Mexico the 
present states of Texas, New Mexico, Colorado, Idaho, Utah, 
Nevada and California. 

I am far from suggesting that this expansion was in it- 
self evil, though the motives and methods sometimes were. 
If I were to make a “moral” judgment in this case, I would 
say that American continental expansion and the growth 
of the United States generally, up to perhaps 1880, fill a 
bright page in history. With all the seamy side of the 
record, the conquest of the continent marked an advance 
of the human race. It is not easy to forget the shameful 
treatment of the Indians, the thefts from the Mexicans, the 
brutal waste of human life in the development of the rail- 
roads and industries of the United States. Yet the early 
drive of America to expand, seems to me—on balance — 
primarily a drive to achieve a sufficiently strong physical 
basis to assure the national independence of the United 
States against all outside threats and pressures. The de- 
velopment of material resources here also spelled an increase 
in the whole world’s powers of production. So far, there- 
fore, we were on the side of the angels. 

Yet I would wish to make this qualification: the com- 
pulsion to expansion that is inherent in capitalism, is 
the seed of future imperialism. The earliest American ex- 
pansion contained within itself the dangerous drives char- 
acteristic of all imperialism. This inner drive for increased 
production, markets and profits, is bloody and brutal even 
in its pre-monopoy stages because it takes no thought for 
human values. The good and evil of capitalist expansion — 
the simultaneous development of material resources and 
crushing of the human being —are intermingled at every 
stage of America’s growth as a world power. With the 
arrival of the great modern money power, the centralized, 
clique-ruled Morgan and Rockefeller “interest groups,” new 
elements enter into the problem. But the basic principle 
that leads to the contemporary blustering Wall Street drive 





44 Worldwide Bases 


for world domination, was there waiting all the time: it is 
the capitalist principle of the primacy of things, the lawless 
rule of property over people. 

If this element of latent danger is present even in the 
“natural” continental expansion of the United States — 
which has been compared to Czarist Russia’s expansion 
into Siberia because both were true movements of settlers, 
intent on developing a sparsely-settled land —it is always 
more marked in our overseas expansion. Yet here we run 
into a sub-division of our national myth of isolation. The 
myth has it that American acquisitions overseas are largely 
the result of accident. The United States according to 
this pat theory, has never had any interest in acquiring 
colonies and to the extent that it did so, sheer blundering 
was responsible. The seizures from Spain at the turn of 
the century appear, in this theory, as the consequence of 
a temporary aberration, a “fit of imperialism” that passed 
quickly and never returned. 

The record is to the contrary. For the past fifty years 
the United States has been expanding largely by other 
means than the open acquisition or annexation of territory. 
But even in the years before financial-industrial interests 
captured internal power and centered American policy on 
expansion abroad, there was a constant cumulation of po- 
sitions that prepared our contemporary expansion. The 
Navy played the key role in this process. Traders, whalers, 
missionaries and shippers were free to go anywhere in 
pursuit of a dollar, and they had the right to protection 
by the Navy in their enterprises. The Navy, in turn con- 
stituted itself a kind of super-Department of State. To- 
gether with the overseas commercial] interests, it built up 
an unofficial empire, or got semi-official footholds, which 
awaited only the right international circumstances to get 
formal recognition at home. 

Charles Oscar Paullin’s Diplomatic Negotiations of 
American Naval Officers, written by a worshipper of the 
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Navy, describes this process of building an empire behind 
the back of the people. Paullin tells how the “sailor-diplo- 
mat,” set up American de facto dependencies in all parts of 
the world. There was Master-Commandant Thomas Ap 
Catesby Jones who forced upon Hawaii, in 1826, the first 
treaty that country ever signed with a foreign power, though 
not until 1898 did the United States openly proclaim its pos- 
session of the islands. There was Commander Richard A. 
Meade who in December, 1871, signed a treaty with Pago 
Pago’s great chief, Mauga Maimoi, giving the United States 
dominance and a naval station. This unauthorized treaty, 
angrily opposed by the Germans, was not ratified by the Sen- 
ate, yet Paullin is certainly correct in saying that “to the de- 
cisive action of Meade the United States owes its present 
colonial possession in Samoa.” On every continent and on 
every sea, the naval “diplomat”? made a constant “display 
of concrete force” and lined up claims that could be turned 
into possessions when the proper moment in national poli- 
tics arrived or the international situation was favorable. 

This history of American overseas expansion culminates 
at two points: 1898-1905, and 1939-1946. The development 
of American capitalism was far enough advanced by 1898 
to bring the United States into the great imperialist space- 
grab taking place at that time. But the annexations of 
the next few years were merely the consummation of years 
of penetration. Apologists for present-day American ex- 
pansionism cannot pretend mere ignorance when they treat 
our acquisitions of 1898-1905 as seizures without past 
preparation. (All the less can they do this, as I shall show 
later, in connection with our 1939-1946 gains). 

Charles A. Beard is emphatic about this point in his, 
The Idea of the National Interest. Discussing the seizure 
of the Philippines, for instance, he says: 

“A long series of commercial and naval efforts, de- 
liberately conceived in terms of interest and far from ac- 
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cidental in character, had produced a desired result. If 
such things are ‘accidents,’ then politics and statecraft 
are meaningless frivolities. If these are ‘accidents’ what 
are deliberate determinations of policy?” 

Beard further suggests that only a broad program of 
expansion could explain the war with Spain since “docu- 
ments now available’ show that our supposed objective, 
the independence of Cuba, “could have been obtained by 
diplomatic pressure on Spain.” But this would not have 
given us what we obtained by going to war: “a naval base 
at Guantanamo (Cuba), commanding the Windward Pass- 
age; nor would it have furnished the occasion for annexing 
Puerto Rico, commanding the Mona Passage, or for ac- 
quiring the Philippines, which supplied a naval base for 
commercial expansion in the Orient.” 

To deny the obvious significance of this pattern just 
because ‘no such comprehensive policy of expansion” was 
publicly revealed, would be to ignore the universal practice 
of concealing harsh truths about self-interest until at least 
twenty years after the event. Nevertheless, says Beard, 
“the conformity of the outcome to the pattern of commercial 
and naval expansion could not have been neater had it 
been deliberately planned. Nor could it be accurately 
described as a historic accident, as was once the fashion; 
for it was the perfect upshot of a long chain of actions and 
leadership extending back over more than half a century.” 

Against our present background of a century and a 
half of expansion, it is easier to see how statesmen and 
students of public affairs long ago predicted America’s great 
role in the world. They could not foresee the details, but 
they could name the main forces. 

The development of American industry, the flow of 
European capital to the United States, the unlimited re- 
sources of the continent and its relative isolation, promised 
to add up to eventual Great Power status and a challenge 
for world rule. Already in 1841, the German economist, 
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Friederich List, could say as much in his National System 
of Political E'conomy: 

“The same causes to which England owes her present 
elevation, are very likely to bring America, in the course 
of the coming century, to a degree of industry, wealth and 
power that will place it as far above England as England 
is above Holland today.” 

Forty years later, Britain’s noted statesman, Gladstone, 
added a postscript: “It is she alone who, at a coming time, 
can and probably will wrest from us our commercial su- 
premacy. We have no title: I have no inclination to mur- 
mur at this prospect. If she acquires it, she will make 
the requisition by the right of the strongest and best. We 
have no more title against her than Venice or Genoa or 
Holland has had against us.” 

Forty more years elapse and World War I sends the 
United States skyrocketing to first place in world economy 
and world finance. In his America Conquers Britain (1930), 
Ludwell Denny quoted an “enthusiastic American banker” 
as saying the United States had now fulfilled the prediction. 
Gloated the banker: “No other nation ever before was at 
one and the same time the world’s greatest producer of 
goods, exporter, reservoir of capital, and dispenser of credit; 
our place is one of dominant power.” Denny thought the 
claim premature but was sure we were “headed in that 
direction — despite British competition.” 

A few years later, 1940, World War II had begun and 
the United States was giving Britain slowly increasing aid. 
It was headed toward full participation in the war— at a 
price to Great Britain. The price was — British surrender 
of strategic domination of the globe, final acknowledgement 
of American world supremacy. John MacCormac says ex- 
actly that in the very title of his 1940 book, America and 
World Mastery. He wrote: 

“Every day makes it more certain that the United States 
must not only put herself at the head of the English-speak- 
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ing people to win this war of which a free world is the prize 
but that, after having won the world, the United States 
must be prepared to run it. Therefore, to the extent that 
England grows weak the United States must grow strong. 
As England’s grasp on world power shrinks, American 
dominion must expand, and where England’s dominance 
ends American coercion must begin.” 

That would apear to describe what has actually hap- 
pened. It was Britain’s announced decision to withdraw 
from the job of policing Greece, it will be recalled, that 
precipitated the proclamation of the Truman Doctrine. 
“American coercion” has replaced British coercion in Greece 
and elsewhere. More and more Britain is reduced to an 
utterly second-rate position, to the role of a mere tributary 
of the United States, as Holland, Belgium, Portugal and 
their empires were tributary to Britain for so many decades. 

By a policy of capitulation, the Labor Government 
hastens this process and when it meets domestic criticism, 
it cries: 

“Many of us expect Britain to act as if she were still, 
as in the nineteenth century, the only world power in exist- 
ence, a mighty empire unchallenged either in the military 
or economic sphere.” This is from a pamphlet issued by 
the Labor Party in May 1947 which complained that 
America “has undisputed control of half the earth and all 
the oceans.” 

Our power is not so absolute as Mr. Bevin’s apologists 
would have it, but there is no doubt that the United States 
has displaced Britain as the leading capitalist state and 
imperial power. And from that eminence the United States, 
secure in the smug official estimate of our own high mo- 
rality, is now demanding world rule in the name of “world 
leadership.” 





CHAPTER 5 


A HEMISPHERE FOR ONE 


American plans for expansion were not limited to the 
North American continent even at the outset. From the 
day of independence, the United States not only marked 
out the continent ag its own, but looked to the hemisphere 
as its broader base of power and the Pacific as its principal 
field for overseas expansion. Even this advance planning 
had to be done in terms of military-strategic power, for if 
we wanted a sphere of influence we would have to take it 
away from someone else. The world was already fully 
divided, if not politically —that was to come later, from 
1870 to 1900—then economically and strategically. Brit- 
ish arms ruled the globe. American thinking was therefore 
always in terms of strategic expansion more than immedi- 
ate economic advantages. Moreover, this emphasis on 
power rather than direct profit, suited the American situa- 
tion in another respect. Unlike Britain, we had a huge 
continent providing such rich resources and so big a market 
that for a century there was no violent compulsion to seek 
immediate benefit of major overseas economic outlets. Early 
expansion was rather in terms of ultimate need, in terms of 
the foreseeable day when American industry should have 
grown so great on the continent, fattened so much on its 
huge home market, that it would have to expand or burst. 
American capitalism would then need the hemisphere and 
the Pacific as secure markets and fields of investment. 

Alexander Hamilton urged the earliest effort to ear- 
mark the hemisphere for American future use. He pre- 
dicted the United States would organize the two continents 
into a “great American system, superior to the control of 
all trans-Atlantic force or influence and able to dictate the 
terms of connection between the Old and the New World.” 
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In the 1820’s, we declined to join Britain in a statement 
barring intervention by the Holy Alliance against the re- 
volted South American republics. Instead, we laid down 
the Monroe Doctrine unilaterally, at least partly for the 
reason that we wanted eventually to say, “Keep out,” to 
Britain as well as the others. In short, we began to stake 
out our claim to ultimate sole domination of the hemisphere. 


The Caribbean was our starting point. The Caribbean 
is not only the strategic key to hemisphere control, but by 
its domination of the narrows between the two continents 
it governs the traffic between the Atlantic and the Pacific. 
“One thing is sure —in the Caribbean Sea is the strategical 
key to two great oceans, the Atlantic and the Pacific; our 
own chief maritime frontiers,” wrote Admiral Mahan, whose 
theories have had a powerful influence on American foreign 
policy. 


Struggle for a foothold in the Caribbean began before 
independence. American colonists defied the British ban 
on colonial trade with the West Indies. Large-scale 
smuggling, flourishing in an atmosphere of patriotic in- 
dignation with British monopoly practices, contributed to 
the development of the New England shipping and fishing 
industries. By the 1820’s, we had already put in a claim 
to control of Cuba and were looking forward to an expansion 
of influence and power through the cutting of a Panamanian 
or Nicaraguan canal. We attained the strength to demand 
parity with Britain in any such enterprise — or reluctantly 
to concede British parity —by 1850, when the Clayton- 
Bulwer Treaty specified that the canal should be “neutral.” 
But in the 1880’s we suddenly announced that we would 
run the future canal alone; that an out-dated treaty could 
not govern us in time of war, that we would not admit 
British parity in the Caribbean. By 1895, when we stepped 
into a dispute between British Guiana and Venezuela, over 
a claim to thirty thousand square miles of jungle, we as- 
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serted absolute American supremacy, not over the Carib- 
bean alone but over the entire hemisphere. 

“Today the United States is practically sovereign on this 
continent, and its fiat is law,’ Secretary of State Olney 
cockily informed Great Britain, herself no stranger to im- 
perialist arrogance. “Its infinite resources combined with 
its isolated position render it master of the situation and 
practically invulnerable against any or all other powers.” 

This was somewhat premature. The British had an 
extensive system of bases in the hemisphere and particu- 
larly in the Caribbean; we had none. A war between us 
would have found Britain with all the early advantages. 
In the long haul, however, the factors cited by Olney would 
have been decisive and, in any event, there was no question 
which way the United States was moving. It would take a 
“local” war and two world wars to settle the issue, but how 
it would be settled was written on the wall. 

By the war of 1898, which has been called “an imperial- 
ist war if ever there was one,’’ we took away from feeble 
Spain her Caribbean possessions. She ceded Puerto Rico, 
a first-rate strategic asset. The real relations of power, 
however, radically affected terrtories never formally an- 
nexed by the United States. American rule and complete 
American strategic domination of Cuba, Haiti, the Dom- 
inican Republic, and Nicaragua resulted. American military 
occupation of Cuba, declared “independent” of Spain in 1898, 
lasted until we had reduced the country to permanent sub- 
ordination and acquired the Guantanamo base we still hold. 
Next we forced Colombia to recognize the “independence” 
of Panama where we carved out a canal zone and put it 
under direct American rule. In fact the Panama Republic 
itself is hardly less American-ruled than is Puerto Rico; 
Cuba, than Alaska. The forms are different, that is all. 
This is conceded by all serious commentators. A semi- 
governmental committee under the direction of Thomas W. 
Lamont, late head of the Morgan banking system, pro- 
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vides a supporting view in a 1933 study called, American 
Financial Foreign Policy. The report listed all these Carib- 
bean lands and said: 

“All of the countries are indisputably within the sphere 
of special influence of the United States, financial as well 
as political, even though the influence is in some cases 
overtly manifested only at intervals.” 

Banker Lamont’s study does not pretend that our re- 
spect for the “independence” of such states is more than 
nominal. “Our investments in the Caribbean as a whole 
amount to some $2,867,000,000,” it notes, adding: “A stake 
of that size, in practice if not in theory, apparently justifies 
some disregard for the refinements of constitutionality.” 

Even without frank violations of the constitutions of 
many weaker states, financial “influence” amounts in many 
cases to powerful control. In May 1947 the President of 
Haiti revealed that his regime’s immediate program was 
to pay off a $6,000,000 debt to American bondholders in 
order to “liberate” his country. Elected in August, 1946, 
President Dumarsais Estime said he found Haiti’s hands 
tied because her customs receipts are collected under Ameri- 
can supervision, for payment of interest to the bondholders, 
in a manner leaving nothing for Haiti. Nor would the 
United States lend him money to get rid of interest ob- 
ligations all out of line with present cheap money rates. 

“Eivery time we asked the United States to remove its 
financial control, we were told that we first must pay the 
pending bonds. We therefore asked for $20,000,000 to take 
care of the bonds and get rid of paying their high interest 
of six per cent and have something left for public works and 
agricultural development. But we were turned down.” 

It is worth re-emphasizing that power factors were 
uppermost in bringing about American expansion in the 
Caribbean. The Lamont-supervised report asserts that 
“these territorial acquisitions were not effected in even 
minor degree for the purpose of protecting or consolidating 
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previously existing American economic interests in the 
regions affected. ... What was involved was the protection 
of our Latin American commitments as a whole, and the 
preservation of opportunities for further commercial and 
financial expansion, not primarily a desire to. exploit the 
economic possibilities of the specific regions themselves.” 
In short, the strategic value of the Caribbean for its ulti- 
mate prize of “commercial and financial expansion” on a 
world scale, was what the United States had in mind. 
Lamont might be inclined, of course, to minimize the spe- 
cific gains of private interests, as a kind of whitewash of 
financial imperialism. But this sort of analysis cannot be 
dismissed as whitewash; it is, in fact, a damaging admis- 
sion of the most ambitious kind of imperialism: the drive 
for world power. 

New economic and political positions captured by the 
United States during and as a result of World War I, regis- 
tered hardly any change in America’s open holdings of 
territory and power. We acquired the Virgin Islands from 
Denmark by purchase in 1917. After the war, in the 1920's, 
America “overtly manifested” its rule of the Caribbean by 
the use of troops. Military expeditions forcibly imposed 
American ideals and “protected’’ American interests in 
Nicaragua, Haiti, the Dominican Republic and other coun- 
tries, while various forms of “dollar diplomacy” backed up 
our arms in Cuba and Middle America* generally. There 
is no doubt that American dominance of the Caribbean and 
a wide extension of American influence in Middle and South 
America had been achieved by this time. So long, however, 
as the British had Canada and an imposing array of bases 
in the hemisphere, American supremacy was not a fact. 


* It is convenient to divide the Hemisphere into North America 
(0. S., Canada, etc.) Middle America (Mexico, Central America, West 
Indies) and Gouth America. From the point of view of strategy and 
power this is also more realistic than the familiar North, Central and 
South America. 
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World War II fixed that. At the very outbreak of the 
war, Great Britain surrendered all her bases in the Western 
Hemisphere as the price of American aid and of our ulti- 
mate direct participation in the war. The tail goes with 
the hide: by the British base-transfer, American supremacy 
in North and South America, specifically including Canada, 
was fully conceded. Here again, John MacCormac calls a 
spade a spade and not a shovel. Noting that bases on New- 
foundland, the Bermudas, the Bahamas, Jamaica, Antigua, 
St. Lucia, Trinidad and British Guiana had been acquired 
within six months of the war’s outbreak, culminating more 
than a century of American pressure to drive European 
influence out of the New World, he remarked cheerfully: 

“The United States, by means of Lease-Lend aid, is 
already buying on installments the kind of postwar world 
it wants. If ‘imperialism’ is ‘the extension of the control, 
dominion or empire of a nation’ —and that is how Webster 
defines it—-the United States has been practicing it on a 
very respectable scale since this war began... During 
no previous period of her history has the United States 
ever achieved so wide an extension of her dominion and 
power in so short a time.” 

What had she achieved? She had apparently achieved 
full, unchallenged military-strategic control of the Hemis- 
phere. She had added to the American Empire, all of 
North, South and Middle America—if not from the North 
Pole to the South Pole, at least from the North Pole to 
Argentina or the Falkland Islands. The whole of Canada, 
Newfoundland, Labrador and the territories stretching 
toward the Arctic Sea, Alaska and the Bering Straits had 
for all practical purposes been surrendered by Great Britain 
to the United States. The ultimate resistance of the Ameri- 
can nations to all imperialisms, may greatly modify this 
estimate. But that is another story, another chapter; per- 
haps it will be the final chapter in the history of imperialism. 
Here we are dealing only with the position as between two 
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great imperialist rivals. And in the record of the centuries- 
long struggle of American imperialism to overtake and dis- 
place the British as the foremost capitalist power in all 
the world, MacCormac’s estimate appears justified. He 
exults: 

“In acquiring an air base, a naval base and a site for 
a military defense force on Newfoundland, the United 
States has obtained a strategic position which effectively, 
completely and permanently, ‘contains’ Canada. For Canada 
is a long bottle of which the St. Lawrence River is the neck, 
and Newfoundland is the cork in the neck of that bottle. 
... In securing a base on Newfoundland, the United States 
not only secured a potential stranglehold on Canada but a 
substantial extension of its power and domination in the 
northern half of the Western Hemisphere ... The United 
States is in virtual possession of a whole continent and in 
control of a whole hemisphere.” 


What acquisition of the Newfoundland base meant for 
domination of Canada, a chain of bases, airfields and special 
rights accomplished for the rest of the hemisphere. Es- 
pecially since we already had all the other strategic aces 
— Panama, Cuba, Puerto Rico. Britain still retains formal 
possession of certain territories in the hemisphere but that 
gives her only the expense and irritation of administering 
them. The power and the profit have passed to the United 
States. 


The current policy of welding the hemisphere into one 
military system employing uniform American equipment, 
building bases to American specifications, using American 
military instructors, and accepting common commitments 
in the event of a future war, rounds out the picture. So 
far as Canada is concerned, the tight wartime ‘‘coordina- 
tion” of military activity with the United States and under 
United States control, was extended indefinitely into peace- 
time by an unprecedented agreement in February, 1947. 
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One member of Canada’s parliament went so far as to say: 
“This could easily be the Munich of 1947.” 

The last link in the hemisphere chain was completed 
when General Marshall broke a long deadlock in the State 
Department in May 1947, committing the United States 
to supply arms to Latin American governments. President 
Truman thereupon asked Congress to pass enabling legis- 
lation which would permit the United States to “train 
soldiers, sailors and airmen” from the Arctic to the Ant- 
arctic, in “a program of military collaboration” which would 
make United States methods, organization and equipment 
the standard for the entire hemisphere. 

By supplying American arms and standardizing Latin 
American equipment, the Army-Navy men expect to tie 
every government south of the border to Washington’s 
apron strings. The move prepares the way for absorption 
of Argentina, last holdout of the hemisphere, into the 


American sphere of influence. Thus the whole range of 
American policies and acquisitions adds up to proposed con- 
version of the hemisphere into a single gigantic armed 
base for military operations of the future. It is a base of 
proportions beyond anything history has heretofore seen. 








CHAPTER 6 
AN AMERICAN LAKE 


Mastery of the hemisphere cannot, in the nature of the 
endlessly expanding competitive principle on which capital- 
ism works, mark a final limit to American ambition. On the 
contrary, defense of “our” continent and expansion of our 
world claims, lead to establishment of bases far out in the 
two oceans, thousands of miles from the American con- 
tinent. Bases far from the American continent must be 
defended in turn. That calls for bases on the continents at 
the opposite side of the oceans. Inevitably, the logic of 
“defense” by domination, leads to struggle for a world-wide 
strategic system under the American flag. “The strategic 
defenses of the United States are not at the three-mile 
limit in American waters, but extend across both oceans 
and to all the trans-oceanic lands from which an attack by 
sea or by air can be launched,” says Walter Lippman. The 
nature of modern communications, requiring round-the- 
world relay stations; the tremendous development of 
aviation, resting on world-wide air facilities; the still crit- 
ical role of navies and their merchant auxiliaries in inter- 
continental warfare such as we have just experienced, 
reinforce this urge to spread out from our huge hemis- 
pheric base until our “defenses” have become a global sys- 
tem menacing the security of all other nations. 

As a matter of fact, our overseas expansion has always 
been conditioned on realization that we must someday be- 
come what now we are —the giant who claims rule of the 
Western double-continent. And so, from the beginning, the 
American Republic sought that larger political-economic- 
strategic “freedom” which the future United States would 
require. This ambition — before it reached its present form 
suspiciously like the lebensraum concept — was rather 
automatically directed toward the Pacific. 
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“The United States, from the very beginning, shared in 
European expansion to the East,” wrote Professor George 
Taylor in his America in the New Pacific. She “began her 
Far Eastern career when she was a small and not very 
powerful country, long before she became a continental 
power, before the Panama Canal had been built, before tin 
and rubber became important raw materials for national 
defense, before there were heavy American investments in 
the East.” 

It was not just a “share” in expansion, however, that 
the United States sought. It was absolute control of the 
Pacific. “An ambition to win mastery of the Pacific and 
control its rich commerce runs persistently through the 
entire history of the United States,” says Foster Rhea 
Dulles, in America in the Pacific. “It was a powerful moti- 
vating force in every acquisition of territory on the Pacific 
from Oregon and California to Hawaii and the Philippines. 
This is not to say that these instances of territorial growth 
can be neatly fitted into exactly the same pattern, but there 
is a thread of consistency in this expansion which draws 
our possessions together as component parts of a Pacific 
Empire.” 

Why did the United States turn automatically toward 
the Pacific for fulfillment of empire ambitions? It did so 
because there Britain could least effectively employ her 
great power to stifle American competition. There the 
United States could most effectively employ its limited 
power. Britain, after all, was located in the distant Atlantic. 
Thus the great conscious formulators of the Pacific Empire 
dream, men like William Seward and Commodore Matthew 
Calbraith Perry, saw the matter. 

“They recognized England as the United States’ most 
dangerous rival and felt that in the Western Ocean lay our 
best opportunity for effective competition against British 
trade and political power,” says Dulles. 

Trade, of course, meant trade with Asia, the profits of 
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commerce with China, the carrying trade, business in every 
country on the vast continent across the sea. Even our 
continental expansion was sometimes a result rather than 
a cause of our larger overseas ambitions. Dulles assembles 
evidence that we spread to the Pacific Coast more out of 
interest in China than out of interest in the coastal lands 
themselves. 

“The expansionists of [President Polk’s] day seldom 
dwelt upon what Oregon or California might mean to the 
United States,” he says. The great debate raged over their 
value in enabling us to “command the commerce of the 
east.” The first American settlement on the coast, in 1811, 
“forerunner to the occupation of both Oregon and Cali- 
fornia,” was Astoria. And Astoria was established by John 
Jacob Astor for trade with Asia. As he wrote later to John 
Quincy Adams, he wished to set up a depot for Columbia 
River furs because he desired to conduct “a trade across 
the continent to that river, and from thence to Canton, in 
China,” and on around the globe to the United States, of 
which the West was as yet no part. 

This early trade with Canton, only port of Imperial 
China open to foreigners, was richly rewarding. An Amer- 
ican vessel of less than a hundred tons carrying a $9,000 
cargo, made $60,000 on a single trip; a larger ship obtained 
$284,000 on a $50,000 risk. But effective competition with 
Great Britain for these plums was possible only if there 
were power to back up our competing claims at the time 
and places of conflict. So while merchants, missionaries, 
capitalists, whalers and traders competed with their oppo- 
site British numbers for private advantage in all parts of 
the Pacific, naval officers and diplomats — themselves often 
from the ranks of business — persistently pressed Amer- 
ican claims to sole American possession of islands and ports 
having strategic value. 

During the War of 1812, Captain David Porter beached 
his frigate “Essex” on Nukuhiva Island, one of the Wash- 








60 Worldwide Bases 


ington group in the Marquesas, renamed it Madison Island 
and “annexed” it for the United States. Nothing came of 
his flag-raising on November 19, 1813, or his proclamation, 
prophetic of future imperialist “moral” hokum, that the 
“natives ... have requested to be admitted into the great 
American family whose pure Republican policy approaches 
so near their own.” But it started the long series of claims 
that laid a basis for ultimate American control of hundreds 
of such bases. 

The series is continuous. The United States established 
a Pacific station in 1821; a “treaty” was signed with Hawaii 
in 1826; our future base at Pago Pago in the island of 
Tutuila, Samoas, was first visited by Commodore Charles 
Wilkes in 1839; in 1844, two years after the British forced 
China open to unlimited British trade, the United States 
imposed a like treaty for America; in 1846, John Quincy 
Adams was certain that “the spirit of aggrandizement” 
had seized on the American people and would forever after 
“characterize their history.” 

By mid-century we were in the thick of a battle with 
Britain for Pacific supremacy, a battle whose course was 
prolonged and decision postponed by the domestic conflict 
that culminated in the Civil War. Yet the nature of the de- 
cision was no secret. Matthew Calbraith Perry, blasting 
Japan open to trade in 1858, said the United States was 
forced to do it in order “to anticipate the designs of that 
unconscionable government, the British, whose cupidity 
was limited only by its capacity to satisfy it.” 

Perry, younger brother of the hero of the battle of Lake 
Erie, was urging various annexations even before he reached 
Japan. “The course of coming events will ere long make 
it necessary for the United States to extend its jurisdiction 
beyond the limits of the Western continent, and I assume 
the responsibility of urging the expediency of establishing 
a foothold in this quarter of the globe,” Perry wrote. 

He suggested seizure of what he called the Loo Choo 
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Islands (now the Japanese Ryukyus, which are urged as 
permanent United States bases by many naval bigwigs). 
In May 18538, Perry put into Napa in the Loo Choos where 
he came to agreement with the Regent for use of Napa as 
his squadron base. At Port Lloyd (later, under the Japan- 
ese, known as Ogasawara Jima) on Peel Island in the 
Bonins, he raised the American flag. He urged that he be 
ordered to seize the Bonins to set up firm bases for con- 
trolling the trade with Japan. Perry also visited Formosa 
and suggested a protectorate there. Dr. Peter Parker, our 
commissioner in China in 1856, followed this up by pro- 
posing a deal with the French and British by which we 
would get Formosa. Two American traders, established on 
that island and holding a monopoly of the export trade, 
even raised the American flag over their little settlement. 

The time was not ripe for such acquisitions, but today 
the precedents are used to back American claims to stra- 
tegic positions in every one of these islands, whether now 
owned by Japan as in the case of the Ryukyus and Bonins, 
or by China, as in the case of Formosa. 

Acquisition of Alaska, with its Aleutian Islands, may 
also be considered primarily in the light of American ex- 
pansion into the Pacific rather than as a part of continental 
development. Russia offered Alaska to the United States 
in 1867, and Seward, out of firm faith in his vision of Amer- 
ican rule in the Pacific, overcame a great deal of opposition 
and swallowed lots of ridicule to buy it. The United States 
also acquired a few minor islands such as Midway in 1859 
and part of the Samoas in deals with Britain and Germany 
—at the expense of the native inhabitants — in the 1870’s 
and 1880’s. 

Though Hawaii was not formally annexed until 1898, it 
was also firmly lodged in our power-system long before that. 
American missionaries and traders, with indirect govern- 
ment aid, defeated their British rivals, capturing the best 
Native land and souls for “our side.” As early as 18538, the 
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Hawaiian government, firmly controlled by American in- 
terests, vainly petitioned for annexation. (Though it must 
be admitted that the American sugar planters were more 
loyal to their own pocketbooks than to any ideal of Amer- 
ican expansion; when the McKinley Act later denied them 
certain favors they sought —because mainland interests 
were opposed—they were ready to turn the islands over 
to Britain or Canada.) In 1875, however, a treaty “pledg- 
ing the Hawaiian government not to alienate any port or 
territory in the kingdom to any other power, virtually made 
Hawaii an economic colony,” according to Julius W. Pratt, 
whose Expansionists of 1898 is an authoritative study. A 
new treaty in 1887 gave the United States exclusive use of 
Pearl Harbor as a coaling and repair station. Of any of 
these acts, therefore, it would have been proper to observe, 
as Walter Lippmann did later in connection with formal 
annexation: 


“By this action the Western defenses of the United 
States were thrust out into a great circle from Kiska in the 
Aleutians through Midway Island to Samoa. From San 
Francisco as a center the radius of that circle runs over 
3,000 miles out into the Pacific.” 


Yet in the Pacific, as in the Caribbean, true empire had 
to wait on war. The “local” war of 1898, provoked by the 
United States and fought in two naval theaters separated 
by thousands of miles of land and water, put us into the 
Pacific with a splash. The Philippine Islands were ceded by 
Spain and their inhabitants subdued by force. Under cover 
of the war, we also completed the annexation of Hawaii. 
Such strategic islands as Guam were added to our holdings. 
Only a handful of Americans, even among the intelligentsia, 
today understand what these acquisitions meant in terms 
of power, in terms of the sphere of influence forecast by 
their seizure. Writing in 1943, Walter Lippman said of the 
annexation of the Philippines: 
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“This committed the United States to the defense of a 
large territory nearly 7,000 nautical miles west of Cali- 
fornia, but only 700 miles off the China Coast, only 250 
miles from Formosa, only 1,700 miles from Yokohama, and 
less than 1,400 miles from Singapore. A circle which has 
Manila as its center, and a radius of about 1,500 miles, en- 
closes the industrial region of Japan, all of Korea, prac- 
tically all of China proper, French Indo-China, British 
Burma and Malaya, and the Netherlands Indies. Thus by 
the acquisition of the Philippines, the United States had 
placed itself at the geographical center of the empires of 
Eastern Asia, and at the strategic center of their lines of 
communication.” ; 

If acquisition of the Philippines staked out our claim to 
so vast an empire as far back as 1898, what shall we say 
today of the extent of American ambitions? No part of the 
Pacific is exempt from our demand for hegemony. At the 
Southwest end of the Pacific Theater, our troops in Aus- 
tralia and New Zealand a year after the war ended were a 
reminder that those countries are themselves land anchors 
of our Pacific Empire. Our demands for unilateral control 
of defense systems in their own part of the world — de- 
mands that have moved these countries to seek a joint 
counter-defense system together with Great Britain— 
would push Australia and New Zealand into the role of 
American dependencies. The “joint” defense system we 
propose to share with Great Britain, Australia and New 
Zealand — given our present troop positions and posses- 
sions, our overwhelming industrial, arms-making, naval, 
aviation, military and financial power — would place us on 
top even if we planned a partnership. 

But in truth the United States has no thought of start- 
ing an equal partnership. We are asking the British, Aus- 
tralians and New Zealanders to surrender to the United 
States the sovereignty of certain islands; we are claiming 
Pacific hegemony and are backing our claims with bases 
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presently in our possession; we have troops on the ground, 
ships on the scene, planes overhead, financial pressure in 
the background. We are not discussing; we are telling them. 

Under these conditions, negotiations concerning twenty- 
five Pacific Islands belonging to Great Britain and New 
Zealand began in Washington in March 1946 and were ap- 
parently uncompleted at the end of 1947. The islands lie in 
a 2,150-mile area east of New Guinea and south of the 
Marshall and Hawaiian Islands. They are not to be confused 
with the former Japanese mandates. British mandated 
islands over which the United States reportedly asked © 
nothing less than American flag sovereignty, include Nuku- | 
fetau, Funafuti, Nukulaelae, Carondelet Reef, Sydney, Hull, © 
Gardner, McKean, Christmas, Flint, Birnie, Phoenix, Ender- © 
bury, Canton, Starbuck, Malden, Caroline, Vostock islands. 
Canton and Enderbury are included despite the fact that | 
the United States and Great Britain agreed to a 50-year | 
co-dominion as late as 1939. The American attitude is, “Yes, — 
but that was 1939.” New Zealand mandates reportedly de- 
manded include Atafu, Nakunono, Danger, Rakahanga, 
Manihiki, Tongareva. 

It was plainly stated that these negotiations were but 
a step in “a vast program of securing U. 8. bases” and that 
next steps would point toward Australian mandates and © 
French Pacific possessions. Encroachments on British 
Oceania (the Fijis, Tonga, Solomons) have not been fully 
defined but American strategic claims on the Solomons have — 
been most frequently mentioned. With respect to Australia, | 
a huge American-built base on Manus in the Admiralty 
Islands, is the central issue. There is no demand for Amer- 
ican withdrawal. Australia asks only to share in the oper- | 
ation of the base, and Britain and New Zealand propose | 
that Manus have a place in a Southwest Pacific defense 
scheme they are considering. American authorities testily 
reply that we built Manus, we will have to maintain it, the | 
burden of a war would fall on us anyway, so we want to 
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operate it without “interference” by the nation that hap- 
pens to have sovereignty over the territory. This deadlock 
was long unresolved, but the United States could afford 
delay: it remained in sole possession of Manus. 


The six hundred and twenty-three former Japanese 
mandated islands, along with the non-mandates, for all 
practical purposes become United States possessions. To- 
gether with the Philippines and the Hawaiian Islands, they 
fit into the United States flag system which is to form the 
central strategic pattern of the Pacific. Around this system 
supporting systems are contemplated. British Empire states 
would operate part of these secondary systems and parts 
may be under nominal United Nations trusteeship. But it 
should not be imagined that these minor territories, by 
operating under United Nations authority, will escape the 
same full integration into American strategic plans as ter- 
ritories under our own flag. It is specifically intended that 
territories and populations in the trusteeships shall be- 
come a part of the ruling power’s military apparatus. 


Sydney Gruson, reporting to the New York Times from 
London on June 24, 1946, noted that proposed African 
trusteeship agreements approved by Britain, France, Belg- 
ium and South Africa, contain “a significant departure from 
the mandate agreements drawn up after the first World 
War. The administering authority would be entitled to 
establish naval, military and air bases in the territory, to 
fortify it and to mobilize its manpower and resources for 
the maintenance of international peace and security. Under 
the mandates, the administering authority could raise 
troops only for local defense and could not militarize the 
territory.” The United States, in submitting its own for- 
mula for American trusteeship of various Pacific islands 
later, went further than the Franco-British group. It de- 
manded that American power in the islands be as full as it 
is where the United States rules without benefit of the 








United Nations. These military demands of the powers were 
incorporated in the agreements finally approved by a UN 
majority and put into effect by the Trusteeship Council 
despite Soviet denunciation of the procedure as “illegal.” 

By all these means, the United States has gained full 
possession of island territories assuring her of sole strategic 
command of the Pacific. The Pacific Ocean has become an 
American lake, alike for commerce or for any war the 
United States may wage across the sea. No pious formula 
can reconcile this reality with our pretense that “we seek 
no territorial aggrandizement.” No, not even Senator Van- 
denberg’s self-righteous boast: “We do not like ‘expansion- 
ism’ by anybody in a new world which is pledged to the 
humanities of the Atlantic Charter.” 





CHAPTER 7 
THE GEM OF ALL OCEANS 


The great hemisphere power-base dominated by the 
United States, leads automatically to American claims for 
gole mastery of the two oceans. Britannia used to rule the 
waves, and there are still people both in the United Kingdom 
and the United States who can’t realize that this is no longer 
true. A look at the shipping figures, showing America with 
more than half the whole world’s war and merchant ton- 
nage, is enough to establish the real state of affairs. And no 
matter what the peacetime level the United States may set 
for its Navy and merchant marine, everyone now clearly 
understands that quantitative superiority can be reasserted 
at short notice. It is a common boast in certain American 
circles that the Atlantic Ocean is just as much an American 
lake as the Pacific. In his retirement report, Admiral Nimitz 
stated flatly that the United States now has a control of 
the sea “more absolute than was possessed by the British” 
at the peak of their power. 

Nor is this an empty boast or a mere boast. On the 
contrary, the British government says as much. In a quasi- 
governmental pamphlet defending the policies of Foreign 
Minister Ernest Bevin, issued in May 1947, the Labor Party 
ascribed many British difficulties to this shift in seapower. 
It flatly asserted United States hegemony in the Atlantie 
no less than the Pacific Ocean. 

It is so simple an admission that its breathtaking im- 
plications may easily be missed. In a world whose domina- 
tion was contested by Great Britain and the United States, 
Mastery of the Atlantic was mastery of the world. The 
outline of American expansion in the Atlantic itself is 
rather clear. We have Greenland, and only babes in the 
wood think it will ever be given back to Denmark or released 
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from American strategic domination. We have Newfound- 
land and Labrador. In Iceland and the Azores, negotiations 
have gone on while our troops remained in the key places; 
history shows such negotiations leave their mark. Indeed, 
in all the uproar about Soviet negotiations with Iran shortly 
after the war ended, British and American representatives 
made all points applicable to our own case: we may say 
without hesitation that Iceland and the Azores will con- 
tinue in the American strategic system along with such 
war-acquired rights as we have in Britain’s Ascension 
Island. 

Ascension isn’t just Ascension. It is a symbol of the 
far reach of our base system in the Atlantic. The Army 
Air Forces publicly boast of “a chain of air bases stretch- 
ing from the Azores to the Arctic Circle,” operated by the 
Atlantic Division of the Air Transport Command, with 
authority over all ground forces in the division. ‘This 
vast network of bases covering 26,492,750 square miles of 
ocean,” says a dispatch obviously inspired by the AAF, 
“included Fort Pepperil, Newfoundland; Goose Bay, Labra- 
dor; Narsarssuak, Greenland; Meeks Field, Iceland; Har- 
mon Field, Newfoundland; Kindley Field, Bermuda; Santa 
Maria, Azores; Natal, Brazil; and Ascension.” Other parts 
of the network are thirty or forty ATC standby fields and 
weather observation posts in Greenland, Iceland and Canada. 

The Navy, including the naval air force, being as separate 
and jealous a power system as any foreign nation, we 
should have to enumerate its bases in the same fashion, if 
it were our purpose to have an account complete in every 
detail rather than an overall picture. But a list of bases, 
however long, will not provide even a preliminary sketch 
for the overall picture of the United States in the Atlantic. 

To understand it, we must again refer to the whole 
history of the American struggle to overthrow British 
world rule. The United States at first expanded where it 
could avoid direct conflict with Britain, but the growth of 
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American empire brought many clashes with British sea- 
power in the Atlantic, the area of Britain’s most jealous 
domination. 

The preliminary skirmishes of the Atlantic began the 
day the United States was born. The name of the battle 
was —‘‘freedom of the seas.” Our school textbooks pres- 
ent the American struggle for freedom of the seas as the 
purest kind of morality. Diplomats and publicists follow 
the same easy pattern. But in truth, the putting forward 
of the issue is but a tactic. John MacCormac notes that 
it was our weapon against Britain when Britain ruled the 
waves, because it “is a policy for weak trading nations.” 
Professor Williams, in his Economic Foreign Policy of the 
United States, likewise mocks the customary treatment of 
America’s battle for freedom of the seas. He quotes with 
scorn the assertion of John Bassett Moore that we plugged 
for freedom of the seas out of pure doctrinaire devotion 
to the Declaration of Independence. All through the 
struggle, the conventional historian Moore orates, “the 
keynote was freedom; freedom of the individual, in order 
that he might work out his destiny in his own way; freedom 
in government, in order that the human faculties might 
have free course; freedom in commerce, in order that the 
resources of the earth might be developed and rendered 
fruitful in the increase of human wealth, contentment and 
happiness.” 

By an obvious effort of the will, Professor Williams 
avoids dismissing this effort with an unscholarly, “Nuts.” 
He comments: “This statement attributes to our forefathers 
a philanthropy and idealism in their commercial policy 
which is more than human... [Their] purpose was based 
upon the immediate desire to provide trade for American 
ships and to sell such products as fish, lumber, and farm 
products rather than upon the humanitarian motive of 
developing the resources of the world for the increase of 
human contentment. The wealth, contentment, and happi- 
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ness of British shipowners, for example, was of no concern 
to the United States.” 

Certainly not. The wealth and happiness of British 
shipowners were due to British world dominance, near- 
monopoly of manufacturing and commerce, to the detriment 
of America. British restrictive laws, backed by British 
naval supremacy, limited American participation in foreign 
trade. This had a depressing effect on American industry. 
So of course America was for freedom of the seas. With- 
out it, merchants and shipowners could not make profits; 
domestic industries, insofar as they depended directly or 
indirectly on shipping and commerce, were cramped and 
starved. In sum, the wellbeing of the whole nation was 
affected. 

Economic grievances were not the only injuries cited 
in the Declaration of Independence. Liberty in general and 
freedom of the seas were real aims inspiring much of the 
American resistance. It is a simple fact, however, that the 
growth and development of a nation depend upon the in- 
crease of its material production. The United States out- 
stripped Great Britain in production long before World War 
I. But the growth of American influence abroad in terms © 
of military power and imperial “rights,” lagged far behind 
America’s actual strength. Britain clung desperately to 
her first rank, to the shadow of power when the substance 
was gone. Clashes and near wars with Britain over this — 
issue of who was really the strongest, took the form of 
conflicts over freedom of the seas. Impressment, one ex- 
pression of British domination of the seas, had been a 
major cause of the War of 1812, but the war had not settled 
that issue, much less the issue of maritime freedom. In 
every war, British interference with American trade 
brought the United States to the boiling point. Even during 
the first two years of World War I, it was touch and go 
whether we would join Britain against Germany or declare 
war on Britain tor her insolence on the high seas. 
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American naval power rose, during the first World War, 
to more than equality with Britain. Yet as late as 1929, 
the British still refused to acknowledge the change in 
the actual relation of forces, denying naval parity to the 
United States as a basis for Anglo-American agreement. 
Jt was only in 1930 that she yielded to threats of an arma- 
ments race in which America could easily prove its basic 
superiority. This marked the real end of the struggle: 
American power had overtaken British power. We would 
not have to ask freedom of the seas; we could enforce free- 
dom for our ships—and deny it to others. Since British 
rule was founded on seapower, naval parity ended the out- 
ward show of British supremacy. It also constituted a 
British admission of dependence upon the United States 
for the continued integrity of the British Empire. 

Only if that is understood is it possible to comprehend 
what went on behind the back of World War II. The United 
States drive to supplant Great Britain as the dominant 
power in the world —key to the whole of American history 
—has been hidden from the popular view in all its decisive 
stages. The rise of a more aggressive challenger, Germany, 
and the joint battles of America and Britain to put down 
the upstart, concealed from the public what was happening 
between the two allies. As a result of World War I, the 
United States acquired the dominant economic position in 
the world, Britain slipping into a poor second place. As a 
result of World War II, the United States acquired the cor- 
responding strategic supremacy. 

It is difficult to realize how abject a surrender to the 
United States was made by Winston Churchill while he 
was proudly holding a thumb aloft to boast that Britain 
would stand alone against Germany. It is easier if one 
starts with a realization of how hollow was the British 
shell of power. Britain had been living on borrowed time 
for fifty years, so far as her world status was concerned. 
The Anglophile, MacCormac, explains how she did it. As 
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“the pioneer of the Industrial Revolution,” she had a fifty- 
year headstart on all other nations. In this way, she “ac- — 
quired a tremendous capital surplus” and invested it all 
over the world. She also built the world’s major fleet and 
got the carrying trade. British merchants “established 
themselves at strategic points near the world’s markets... 
London bankers discounted bills of exchange for all the 
world’s traders and Lloyd’s insured all the world’s risks.” 
This “beautifully integrated system” kept Great Britain in 
world economic and financial leadership for a half century 
after Germany and the United States had surpassed her in 
production, the true foundation of power. Britain was all 
bluff in 1940. 

Churchill later boasted that he made it his whole policy 
to bring the United States into the war. He said nothing 
about the price he paid. A flock of books purporting to 
give the inside gossip on the strategy of .World War II, 
have helped confuse the issue. Ralph Ingersoll’s Top Secret 
is a good example. Ingersoll is bitter at what he sees as 
American knuckling under to Britain in matters of strategy. 
Such authoritative sources as Commander Butcher’s Lisen- 
hower, certainly confirm the charge that the United States 
frequently bowed to Churchill. They show that Anglo- 
American strategy, following Churchill’s desire, tended to 
desert the Western Front where the war would inevitably 
be decided, in favor of strange maneuvers along the British 
Empire “life-lines.” Anglo-American forces were scattered 
all over the world where, for the most part, they could 
have little weight in speeding the victory over Germany 
and Japan, much weight in deciding postwar distribution . 
of power and territory as between Russia and Britain. This 
is where most of the so-called “hardboiled” discussion of 
Anglo-American relations during the war tends to stop. 

It is true as far as it goes, but it goes something less 
than half the way. It ignores what the United States 
sought from Britain. Early in the war, the United States 
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boasted that we had no mere second front, as the Russians 
urged, but a third, a fourth and a tenth front. This scatter- 
ing of American forces added up to the War Department’s 
postwar list of sixty countries, regions and major islands 
where American troops were stationed. As the Anglophobes 
say, this deployment of forces had more relation to postwar 
influence of Great Britain in the Mediterranean and South 
Asia than it had to winning the war. But the sixty Ameri- 
can fronts — most of them remote from the decisive combat 
centers—had another meaning the Anglophobes neglect 
to mention: they spelled decisive strategic positions for 
the United States in a post war settlement with Great 
Britain. The settlement is still taking place, but it is not 
too early to say that its terms reduce Britain to permanent 
world inferiority. 

That was the price Churchill paid. The Labor opposition 
dared not raise it against him even later in the course of 
the elections, for unless she were prepared to abandon her 
imperialist status, Britain had no alternative. She could 
surrender quietly to the United States, or shamefully to 
Germany. The first would mean American envelopment and 
penetration of the empire; the second would spell open 
surrender of her empire to the Germans. It would, more- 
over, mean world rule by a European power, certain to 
suppress any new challenge by Britain at an early stage, 
whereas the distant America might be less vigilant. 

The virtual ousting of Britain from the American hem- 
isphere, beginning with her surrender of Canada and com- 
pleted by the military rapprochement of the United States 
and Argentina, was one of the more obvious costs of Ameri- 
can aid. But it was a mere down payment. The ultimate 
price was surrender of British positions in the Atlantic 
and the Pacific which must spell like surrender of British 
claims on the continents across the two oceans. Loss of 
control over the oceans symbolized permanent surrender 
of the British Empire, permanent dependence upon the 
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United States for Britain’s continued pretense of claim to 
world rank. , 

For the United States, winning of strategic supremacy 
in the hemisphere and the oceans on either side of it, 
promptly opened the way to much broader conquests. By 
assuming responsibility for rule of the Atlantic and Pacific, 
America automatically extended her commitments to every 
other body of land and water. The earlier-cited British 
Labor Party pamphlet emphatically affirmed that this was 
already the case. It stated without qualification that the 
United States has “undisputed control of all the oceans.” 
And the whole British policy of retrenchment — with the 
consequent withdrawal from Greece that provided the oc- 
casion for launching the Truman Doctrine —is based on 
the relative decline of British seapower. As Anne O’Hare 
McCormick puts it, General Mark Clark’s adventures in 
North Africa “brought the United States into the Mediter- 
ranean and opened the way to the great power shifts that 
tend to keep us there.” But, she continues, the British vol- 
untarily made the adjustments that these “power shifts” 
prepared. 

“When they pulled up stakes in Greece, submitted the 
Palestine issue to the United Nations, started negotiations 
for the evacuation of Egypt—a more reluctant move be- 
cause it trenches on the Sudan and the future of Africa — 
it was clear that they were deliberately easing out of their 
old place as a Mediterranean power.” 

It might be similarly shown that the British have not 
only accepted the impossibility of dominating the Indian 
Ocean or any other major body of water, but have been 
suspiciously eager to hasten transfer of control to the 
United States. The United States has not hesitated to take 
up these “obligations” even at those points most distant 
from our own shores. There are those who think this is 
a sucker’s game, that in our time the old kind of imperialist 
rule can only produce more and bigger colonial revolts of 
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the kind raging throughout Asia today. They think Britain 
has learned this costly lesson and is deliberately encourag- 
ing American imperialism to waste itself in the hopeless 
struggle to take over Britain’s now untameable ex-subjects. 

Such thoughts may be encountered here, in Britain, or 
anywhere else in the world. The important Chinese news- 
paper, Ta Kung Pao recently wrote: “Two years ago Greece 
was still a baby on the lap of Britain. Today Greece is al- 
ready a burden for America. How wise are the British!” 

Thus the uncontrolled spread of American power may 
prove costly, in the end, not only to the American people 
but to that very handful of economic interests, Big Navy 
blusterers and patrioteers who are today drunk with dreams 
of world rule. In the meantime, however, they have suc- 
ceeded in pushing American naval guns into every stream 
from the Arabian Sea to the Caribbean and from the 
Arctic Ocean to the Antarctic. It is all at our expense; if, 
by our silence, we incur responsibility for the consequences 


of this aggressive, militaristic and imperialist adventure, 
we ought at least to be aware it is going on. Then we will 
not be tempted to blame others for the world tensions and 
crises and wars that result from our own boundless ex- 
pansion. 








PART Il: BOUNDLESS EXPANSION 


CHAPTER 8 
PROFIT AND POWER 


You cannot set loose a tide of expansionism and expect 
it to stop three miles from the shores of Europe and Asia. 
Indeed, supremacy over the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans 
cannot be said to have been established until our network 
of island bases finds firm anchorage on the continents across 
the seas. That the wave of American expansion has swept 
us deep into both Europe and Asia is evident. But to rescue 
the meaning of that advance from the meaningless “moral- 
ity” preached by the press, is a tremendous task. One could 
show that even while we are busy persuading ourselves of 
our matchless morality, we are preparing a record harvest 
of hate all over the world. The apologists for the new im- 
perialism, however, take care of this contradiction by yell- 
ing “Liar” at anyone who refuses to shut his eyes to the 
truth. Their hypocrisy —Webster defines the word as 
meaning ‘“‘the false pretense of moral excellence’ — knows 
no limits. The only way to counter their barrage of plati- 
tudes is to dig out the facts of American infiltration, domi- 
nation and exploitation in every part of the world. 

A thorough job of that kind could easily reach encyclo- 
pedic proportions. Nor is the story spread openly on the 
record in such areas, new to American domination, as 
Europe. I have therefore undertaken in this and the three 
following chapters, to describe modern American imperial- 
ism, not in abstract theoretic terms, but as it developed in 
the Far East. There the record of American participation 
in the scramble for imperialistic power and profit is long 
and documented. I have, then, taken the Far East simply 
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as a model of the modern process of penetration, domination 
and exploitation. 

Our extensive claims in the Far East today are the 
logical continuation of our long fight for Pacific supremacy. 
After all, American mastery of the Pacific was never an 
end in itself; it was a means. The profits to be gained from 
all the islands of that ocean, could not repay the immense 
cost of establishing and maintaining United States hege- 
mony over 70,000,000 to 100,000,000 square miles of water 
surface against all Great Power rivals. Not even the limited 
banker-industrialist clique that spurs the search for over- 
seas opportunities would have found the game worth the 
candle. But beyond the Pacific Ocean lies Asia, the principal 
prize of imperialism for the past three hundred years. 
Domination of Asia was the end to be attained by means 
of American conquest of the Pacific. The endless uses for 
idle capital in lands where labor is cheaper than life, the 
contro! of raw materials for home industry, the profits of 
trade, these were a Svengali-lure for the Wall Street Tril- 
bies, as for their opposite numbers in London. 


TRADE BY COMPULSION 


The contest among the powers for the grand prize, is 
loosely summed up in the history of rivalry for “the China 
trade.” The great scramble for control of China began in 
the 1830’s when merchant capitalism yielded to industrial 
capitalism in Great Britain. Before that, China had indeed 
been trading with the British for 150 years, but in a man- 
ner and on a scale inconsistent with the greatly expanded 
production and market-hunger of England after the indus- 
trial revolution. The trade was a monopoly on both sides: 
for England, the British East India Company; for China, 
the Co-Hung, a merchant group under government super- 
vision. The free trade Reform Act of 1832, however, was 
quickly followed in England by parliamentary abolition of 
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the East India Company’s monopoly, and the hitherto 
thwarted British merchants rushed into the Far East to 
grab what they could. Americans saw what was happening 
and joined in the stampede, for they, too, had been trading 
with Canton from the time of the Revolution. 

With so many foreign merchants looking for business, 
the Co-Hung was a nuisance and, in general, Chinese im- 
perial restrictions on trade chafed the Westerners. As 
Professor Taylor sees it, the industrial revolution, the 
principles of free trade and the practice of free competition, 
“made the great naval powers, particularly Great Britain 
and the United States, intolerant of the commercial policies 
of China and Japan. John Quincy Adams put his finger on 
the real issue: China and Japan had to be brought into the 
world market for our good, not their own.” 

The British, with more production and more shipping 
than we had, put this noble principle of compulsion into 
effect before we did. The first Anglo-Chinese war took place 
in 1842. We wasted little time, however, in following up 
the British blow; in 1844 we compelled the Chinese to grant 
us all the privileges the British had won by fighting. In 
1853, we beat the British to the punch by opening Japan 
ourselves. Thus we went along with the British and fought 
them at the same time. Accordingly, we put into practice 
the “theory that if the Chinese, and later the Japanese, 
did not wish to trade with us according to our ideas they 
would be compelled to do so. That they were compelled is 
a matter of history.” Our difference with the British was 
simply on the matter of whether we or they were to gather 
the harvest. For all our vogue for fine phrases about 
“Christianizing” and “Americanizing’” the Chinese and 
' Japanese, the real issue was profit and the power to extract 
profit. 

Thus the use of violence against Asiatics to compel 
them to our will, was the very foundation of “business 
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opportunity” in the Far East, for the Americans as for 
Europeans. There is no other word than “imperialism” to 
describe this process, yet our Pharisees find face to describe 
it as a “civilizing mission.” Paullin smugly remarks that 
Japan, China, Korea, Turkey and other victims of American 
naval diplomacy, ‘may be classed together” as “backward, 
undeveloped and non-Christian countries . . . outside the 
pale of occidental civilization,” and not even belonging “to 
the great family of nations.” For such primitives, naval 
diplomacy was suitable; the naval officer “could best unite 
force with persuasion.” 


Our national understanding has been corrupted by this 
combination of hypocrisy and brutality. As Foster Rhea 
Dulles says, “It has always been difficult for the United 
States to know just where it stands, with principle ever 
warring against expediency, protestations of altruism de- 
nied by an aggressive nationalism. Just as in Hawaii and 
Samoa we again and again foreswore territorial ambitions 
and moved steadily toward ultimate contro] of those parts 
of the islands which we really coveted, so have we always 
decried imperialism while creating an empire.” Though 
these are the words of a generally anti-annexationist writer, 
very similar language is employed by frankly expansionist 
Professor Taylor who is all-out for “Americanizing” the 
Far East. “The United States always sought to limit the 
imperialistic expansion of European powers while at the 
same time, as in China, insisting upon an equal share in the 
imperialistic position. This contradiction in American policy 
was naturally much more apparent to other countries than 
to the United States itself.” 

After the middle of the century, world developments 
hastened the clash of interests in China. Not only did Ger- 
many and Italy achieve national unification around 1870, 
but the growth of industry in those countries as well as in 
France and the United States, quietly ended Britain’s long 
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monopoly of world trade and world affairs. A furious race 
for colonies and territory began; strategic positions, posi- 
tions often taken to keep them out of a rival’s hands rather 
than for their exploitation value, were seized at will. Be- 
tween 1878 and 1898 the whole of Africa was carved up. 
With the world completely partitioned and divided, the 
rivalry in China reached war heat. 

There, as elsewhere, the British monopoly was plainly 
doomed. True, the British were long to remain in control of 
the Chinese customs. And Britain had a sphere of influence 
in the Yangtze Valley that embraced a third of China 
proper. Of China’s foreign trade, 65 per cent was with 
Britain and 85 per cent was carried by British ships. But 
in the 1880’s, the Russian trans-Siberian railroad brought 
Russia to the borders of Manchuria and outflanked Britain’s 
naval control of China, so to speak. France penetrated Indo- 
China and began working her way north; Germany also put 
in her bid for Pacific power and possessions; and Japan, 
emerging with startling rapidity as a Great Power, decided 
that Korea, Manchuria, Mongolia, Formosa and the whole 
of China were her logical spheres. 

By making war on China in 1894, Japan not only made 
her first bid for empire, but altered power relations through- 
out the world far more than she understood. China was, of 
course, helpless. At the peace negotiations, Japan de- 
manded that China give up all claims to Korea, cede For- 
mosa, the Pescadores and the Liaotung Peninsula (where 
Port Arthur and Dairen are located), the key to Manchuria. 
Germany and France, however, backed up Russia in forcing 
Japan to get out of Liaotung and accept a huge cash in- 
demnity from China instead. This left Russia free to over- 
run Korea and Manchuria, which she did. Each move of 
this kind stirred each of the other powers into grabbing 
something else and the slicing continued right into 1898. 

The clashes and greedy claims of all these powers jarred 
the United States out of its quietly acquisitive way, sud- 
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denly confronting capitalist America with the apparent 
choice of openly joining in the grab or being forever left 
out of the distribution of foreign markets. ‘The tendency 
of the businessmen and diplomats was, quite naturally, to 
seek exclusive commercial and financial privileges within 
their respective spheres,” A. Whitney Griswold notes in 
The Far Eastern Policy of the United States. We might 
have known this from our own careful skimming of the 
economic cream in Hawaii. But if we were deceived, as 
to Hawaii, by our own moralizing, we were to get a quick 
lesson in Asia. 

The lesson ran like this: As the Russians moved into 
Manchuria, private American interests decided there was 
room for them, too, in the exploitation of that rich territory. 
Standard Oil and the British-American Tobacco Company 
already had a foothold but in 1895 the very flower of Ameri- 
can capitalism made a bid, with the full assistance of Wash- 
ington, for economic conquest of the area. A syndicate 
including the Chase National Bank, the Bank of America, 
the American Sugar Refining Company, the ten largest 
American railroads and other interests, sought a concession 
to build Manchurian railways to connect with the Trans- 
Siberian. Railways are not merely one of the principal 
forms of investment in colonial countries, but as military- 
strategic keys to domination they tend to give the builder 
a growing claim to a sphere of influence and, ultimately, a 
monopoly of opportunity in the areas served by the rail- 
road. Asking the Russians to let American interests have 
the profit and the power that go with railroad building, was 
equivalent to asking them to surrender Manchuria to the 
United States. That meaning is emphasized by State De- 
partment records recently opened to scholars, which say 
the proposed concession went beyond railroads, claiming 
for the United States “the right to exploit mines and forests 
in Manchuria and in the adjacent sections of Mongolia.” 
In effect, the government, or the private interests employ- 
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ing the good offices of the State Department, thought we 
could buy an exclusive sphere of influence embracing Man- 
churia, Mongolia and North China, while Russia “had her 
hands full at home” as one American diplomat put it. 
Failing to obtain the concession, the Americans proposed to 
the Russians that they borrow the necessary funds for de- 
velopment of Manchuria from the syndicate— with such 
strings as might be attached. The United States was sur- 
prised and annoyed when the Russians said coldly that they 
had “no intention of turning to any foreign syndicate what- 
soever.” In 1896 the Russians themselves obtained a con- 
cession to build the Chinese Eastern Railway across Man- 
churia. 

It was no better in the British sphere of influence or 
anywhere else in China where the British could block efforts 
of American interests to get railroad concessions. As the 
American diplomat, Charles Denby,* wrote to Secretary 
of State Sherman on April 2, 1897, “Our worst antagonists 
in the building of railroads or furnishing supplies are 
the English. I venture to state that there is not an English 
railroad man in China who does not attack, denounce and 
belittle American locomotives and the American railroad 
system.” 

From such experiences as these, American interests 
could see that in the event of the break-up of China, that 
vast empire would be parcelled out among the powers to 
the exclusion of the United States, and each power would 
retain the monopoly of trade and investment in its own 
area. The British said openly that a sphere of influence 
was a region “earmarked” to show that “in case of a breakup 
England did not wish any other power to have it.” The 
well-founded fear of exclusion from the Asiatic market 





* Note to third edition: In previous editions, Edwin Denby, son 
of Charles, was incorrectly named here. I am indebted to F. R. Wilson 
of Alger, Michigan, for the correction. 
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began to play a growing role in the thinking of American 
policy-makers. 

This fear was exploited by a handful of highly-placed 
Americans — Theodore Roosevelt, Assistant Secretary of 
the Navy, Henry Cabot Lodge, chairman of the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, and Admiral Mahan who 
molded the thinking of Lodge, Roosevelt and a generation 
of imperialists. They urged the United States into the war 
with Spain and into subsequent annexation of the bulk 
of Spain’s remaining possessions. 

Our war with Spain further unsettled all power relations, 
precipitating new territorial scrambles in Asia, and this in 
turn still further stimulated our own appetite — a chain re- 
action. On March 6, 1898, Germany — with whom we had 
been near blows at Samoa some years earlier and on bad 
terms generally—seized Kiaochow in China. Russia took 
possession of Port Arthur and Talienwan on March 27; 
Great Britain matched this by seizing Weihaiwei April 2; 
France, not to be outdone, took Kwang Chow Bay April 22. 
Was it a mere coincidence that Admiral Dewey won his 
smashing victory at Manila on May 1? 

It is true that all the grabbing did not immediately move 
the American general publie or reverse our official policy. 
Two days after Germany’s seizure of Kiaochow, President 
McKinley turned down a British suggestion that the United 
States join England “in the defense of China’s territorial 
integrity,” because “he was yet unable to see in the conces- 
Sions-acramble any jeopardy to American trade.” But if 
McKinley and the general public were slow to excite, that 
thin stratum of American life which has been decisive in 
the shaping of our national policies, was very much con- 
cerned about the carving up of China. On the eve of the 
Russian acquisition of Port Arthur, the American charge 
d’affaires in Peking (Peiping) wrote despairingly to Wash- 
ington: “The greatest markets of the world, which we are 
just grasping, will be lost to us.” 
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In the increasingly expansionist mood of 1898, Ameri- 
can bankers, industrialists and statesmen were not at all 
ready to write off “the greatest markets in the world” as 
a loss. On the contrary, they cast the die for decisive entry 
into the Asiatic- and world-scramble for possessions, 
power and profits. With Dewey’s victory as a foundation, 
a frank program of imperialist expansion was put before 
the American people. For the first time in American his- 
tory there was brought forward for public debate the 
proposition that the United States was not beyond the reach 
of the great law of capitalism—expand or die. It was 
urged that we annex the Philippines and prepare to go fur- 
ther because the growth of American production must soon 
bring the day when a larger market and greater maneuver- 
ing space would no longer be a mere convenience but a vital 
need. The discussion lasted from perhaps 1898 to 1905; 
the basic thesis of the discussion became a permanent, if 
sometimes concealed, feundation of our foreign policy. 

Wolf von Schierbrand said, in his America, Asia, and 
the Pacific: ‘“‘The American expansion in the Pacific, im- 
mensely favored as it will be by the opening of the Panama 
Canal, is not a mere whim, not a thing merely desirable, 
but something absolutely necessary to safeguard our further 
national development, to preserve us from the curse of ill- 
balanced production generally called over-production and all 
its attendant evils ... The United States has all the ad- 
vantages, qualifications and some of the ambitions necessary 
for the mastery of the Pacific.” 

The ambitions were right on the surface. In the wave 
of American expansionism, the advocates of imperialism 
were forced to say plainly what they wanted. They wanted 
to annex an empire. Annexation or withdrawal from the 
Philippines was the issue of the 1900 elections. The Re- 
publicans stood for annexation, and it was made clear that 
Asiatic empire, not mere possession of the Philippines them- 
selves, was the true objective of the program. Frank A. 
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Vanderlip, then Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, en- 
thused: 

“It is as a base for commercial operations that the 
islands seem to possess the greatest importance. They oc- 
cupy a favored location, not with reference to any one part 
of any particular country of the Orient, but to all parts. 
Together with the islands of the Japanese Empire, since 
the acquirement of Formosa (by Japan), the Philippines 
are the pickets of the Pacific, standing guard at the en- 
trance to trade with the millions of China, Korea, French 
Indo-China, the Malay Peninsula, and the Islands of In- 
donesia to the South.” 

John Barrett, former Minister to Siam and a correspond- 
ent in the Philippines during the war with Spain, added: 
“We would have an unsurpassed point in the Far East from 
which to extend our commerce and trade and gain our 
share in the immense distribution of material prizes that 
must follow the opening of China, operating from Manila 
as a base as does England from Hongkong.” 

Senator Beveridge declaimed: “And just beyond the 
Philippines are China’s illimitable markets.” Nor did he 
stop there. “The Power that rules the Pacific is the Power 
that rules the world. And with the Philippines that Power is 
and will forever be the American Republic.” 

Senator Mark Hanna, boss of the Republican Party and 
the man behind President McKinley, summed it up with 
the remark: “If it is commercialism to want the possession 
of a strategic point giving the American people an oppor- 
tunity to maintain a foothold in the markets of that great 
Eastern country, for God’s sake let us have commercialism.” 

Trade, commerce, sound innocent enough. But this is 
no world for innocents or innocence. The spokesmen for 
trade with China automatically employ military terms in 
their plea. A capitalist foothold in the East meant rivalry 
with other capitalists; an American foothold meant a long 
fight with Britain, France, Germany, Russia and Japan. 
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It was as a strategic base for ultimate armed conflicts to 
decide dominance of China, that the Philippines were sought. 
Admiral Mahan spoke frankly of our “Asiatic dominion” 
and described this series of acquisitions as ‘the widest — 
sweep, in space, of our national extension.” The United 
States, Professor Taylor observes, had become an imperial — 
power, not so mueh for the sake of having an empire “as 
to neutralize the spread of other empires.” This tendency 
to expand in order to prevent the expansion of others, (or 
to use that excuse), is a characteristic feature of modern 
one-world imperialism. In the debate over the Philippines, — 
fear of German acquisition of bases in some part of the 
archipelago, helped carry the day for total annexation (as 
against the proposal that we take only Luzon). Whatever 
the shadings of motive, American commitments were so 
far and so rapidly extended over the globe that, in the 
words of Walter Lippmann, they “could be validated in the 
last analysis only by successful war.” Which is to say that 
if we continued on the same path, we should ultimately 
have to fight for supremacy in Asia. 











CHAPTER 9 
THE OPEN DOOR 


The United States was certainly not ready for war with 
the great powers to decide the mastery of Asia. But it was 
surely committed to seek that mastery. As a result of the 
public debate over annexation of the Philippines, the Amer- 
ican public—for once—was more or less informed on the 
broad meaning of the act. United States acquisition of the 
Philippines was everywhere understood as shaking an 
American fist at the powers in the Far East. If we were not 
prepared for an immediate challenge, then diplomacy must 
be our weapon, but force is the iron fist beneath the glove 
of diplomacy, and all the variations of American policy in 
China from 1898 to 1948 pursued the single ultimate goal 
of supremacy in Asia. 

Our diplomats, and private interests conducting their 
own diplomacy, were not always conscious of or concerned 
with the ultimate goal. But they did aim at something more 
than the profits of single transactions. All our diplomacy, 
by the very nature of the struggle in China, was directed 
toward obtaining permanent positions; political rights were 
inseparable from economic gains in the trade treaties and 
concessions, and political-economic gains sooner or later 
fused into strategic positions. 

So it was with our much misunderstood and deliberately 
glamorized policy of the Open Door in China which we 
initiated immediately following the annexation. The policy 
has been text-booked as one of high moral opposition to the 
carving-up of China; it has been painted as a doctrine of 
opposition to closed spheres in the interest of abstract jus- 
tice, out of regard for the Chinese, and with the desire for 
fair play to all trading nations. But we have already seen 
that foreign policies in China were never concerned with 
the “good” of China or the Chinese. 
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It is easy enough to dispose of the pretense in this case. 
The study several times previously cited, in which American 
financial policy abroad was examined under the direction 
of banker Lamont, drily points out that at the moment we 
were demanding the Open Door from the dominant powers 
in the Far East, we were closing the door in our own sphere 
of interest in the Caribbean and banging it shut in every- 
body’s face in the Philippines. And these diverse and mutu- 
ally contradictory principles nevertheless “worked to the 
advantage of American private financial interests in the 
regions where they have been actually applied.’’ Hence, the 
study concludes: 

“The stated purpose of the department was to establish 
the ‘Open Door’ in China, in financial as well as in commer- 
cial matters, and presumably for China’s own benefit as 
well as for that of the American bankers and investing 
public. Actually, the episode was a part of Secretary Knox’s 
‘dollar diplomacy,’ the policy of extending the American 
financial empire in the more backward regions of the world 
by aggressive but non-military procedures.” 

What was true of the Open Door in the era of Dollar 
Diplomacy, was already true in 1899-1900 when the policy 
was first formulated. Its very origins demonstrate that it 
was the child of imperialism. As usual, it was Great Britain, 
not the United States, that invented the new formula. And, 
characteristically, the British did not become infatuated 
with the high principle until other States had broken their 
monopoly of power in China. In British practice, the Open 
Door was an attempt to restore the broken balance of power 
in the Far East and on a world scale. It was, in other words, 
an instrument of “power politics.” 

Germany was building naval power and diplomatic posi- 
tions in Europe and Africa to challenge Britain to a show- 
down for world power. Anglo-French rivalry in the Nile 
Valley produced the Fashoda incident in 1898, which gave 
the whole world a war scare. In Asia, it was Russian power 
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that threatened to crowd the British out of China and 
perhaps weaken their hold over India. The British had 
even had a very sharp public quarrel with the United States 
in 1895-1896 over the Venezuela boundary. “For a moment,” 
says Griswold, “England stood alone, friendless, amid the 
ruins of her once ‘splendid’ isolation. Then, in a character- 
istically pragmatic fashion, her diplomats began a system- 
atic effort to reestablish the balance of power wherever 
British interests demanded it.” 

The Open Door was but one of three simultaneous lines 
of diplomatic fence-mending employed by the British, and 
it was perhaps the least of the three. Outright participation 
in the scramble for economic and territorial concessions — 
the exact opposite of the Open Door—was one of the 
methods, though it was employed reluctantly and as a mat- 
ter of prestige after 1896. The third and principal policy was 
that of bilateral negotiation with rivals, leading to the 
Anglo-Japanese alliance of 1902 and the Entente Cordiale 
(Anglo-Franco-Russian front against Germany) of 1904. 

In common with the other two methods, the Open Door 
was directed toward easing the threats to the British 
spheres and British trade in China. Like the other methods, 
it sought to exploit antagonisms among her rivals to divide 
them while Britain strengthened herself with alliances. “To 
protect her lucrative Chinese markets from the closing 
pincers of France in the south and Russia in the north 
(allies since 1894), England took a new interest in the terri- 
torial integrity of China,” Griswold writes with dry irony. 
“Territorial integrity” meant no more economic or terri- 
torial concessions to her rivals. That it also meant no more 
concessions to herself, was not an equal sacrifice: she had 
more than she could absorb or manage. The Open Door also 
meant abolition of discriminatory tariffs in all the spheres 
and concessions. This likewise favored Britain because her 
“unique position as money-lender and exporter to the world” 
would enable her to get more from her rivals’ spheres than 
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they would get from hers. In sum, the Open Door was a 
tactical move favoring Britain in the great game of “power 
politics” at just that time and place. 

“Power politics” is a hissing phrase in our time. There is 
a stigma attached to the term. This is confusing, and the 
result of confusion. All foreign policies in a world of com- 
petition rest, ultimately, on force; that the power of a 
nation should be employed or felt in the achievement of its 
objectives is not wrong or immoral but inevitable. The 
special position of the United States, the Soviet Union, 
Great Britain, France and China in the United Nations 
today, for example, is but an acknowledgment of the fact 
of unequal power as a starting point for international re- 
lations. 

It is how power is employed that determines the good 
or evil of a policy. And it is “power politics” employed for 
imperialist ends that we are dealing with here. It would 
be more accurate therefore, to say that the Open Door 
policy as employed by Great Britain and inherited by the 
United States, was part of the diplomacy of imperialism. 
It was imperialist because its objectives were imperialist 
prizes. It was a policy designed to preserve and even extend 
foreign domination and exploitation of China and the 
Chinese. 

Griswold supplies an instance. In a secret note on Febru- 
ary 3, 1898, “well over a year before the idea of collective 
action to guarantee the Open Door appears to have entered 
the head of an American diplomat,” British Foreign Sec- 
retary Joseph Chamberlain outlined the Open Door policy 
to Prime Minister Arthur Balfour. He said: “Our Chinese 
policy is to be a declaration that any port occupied by a 
foreign nation shall be, ipso facto, a Treaty Port open to 
all on precisely similar conditions.” In other words, all the 
foreign powers with strength enough to wrest a “Treaty 
Port” from China, should share all such imperialist prizes. 
But, “further, they should join with us in putting pressure 
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on the Chinese — loan or no loan—to open Nanking and 
other Ports suggested by us and to give freedom of internal 
navigation.” That is, the imperialist powers should act 
collectively to force China to surrender segments of her 
economy or fragments of her political independence not yet 
torn from her by the wolves. 

Professor Taylor affirms that this imperialist character 
of the Open Door remained at the heart of the policy as 
continued by the United States. “The so-called Open Door, 
for example, which was not open to China, was an interna- 
tional agreement for equality of commercial opportunity 
in China. By international agreement China was compelled 
to accept a very low tariff over which foreign goods could 
be cheaply imported and China’s raw materials cheaply 
exported.” It was, in effect, a continuation of the old 
“theory” that China must be forced to trade not for her 
own good but for ours. The Open Door forced her to buy 
foreign goods and prevented her from taxing imports and 
exports to get revenues for industrialization and internal 
improvements. It operated like all other imperialist policies, 
to keep her indebted, her finances handled by foreigners to 
“protect” their debts, her ports occupied and administered 
by foreigners, her soil policed by foreign troops, her people 
debased, hungry and of short life. 

This British imperialist Open Door policy was taken over 
by the United States in a curiously direct line. The Open 
Door notes dispatched by Secretary of State John Hay on 
September 6, 1899, were written by William W. Rockhill. 
But they were little more than a copy of memoranda sup- 
plied by Alfred E. Hippisley, a British citizen, who had been 
a member of the British-administered Chinese Imperial 
Customs Service since 1867. Rockhill acknowledged himself 
no more than the “mouthpiece” of Hippisley. The record 
of the long friendship and correspondence of Rockhill and 
Hippisley — who also presented his ideas directly to Secre- 
tary Hay — shows that the Hay circular of July 3, 1900 
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(completing the formulation of the American version of the 
Open Door), was Hippisley’s work also. 

A smug phrase, “Asking only the open door for our- 
selves, we are ready to accord the open door to others,” is 
perhaps the first mention of the Open Door in an American 
diplomatic document. It appears in an instruction by Presi- 
dent McKinley to American Peace Commissioners on Sep- 
tember 16, 1898. How little this pious attitude has to do 
with the reality of imperialist rivalry in China! The Open 
Door notes and circular actually sought trade equality for 
the United States in the spheres already established by 
rival powers; they also attempted to stave off the disad- 
vantageous (to us) partition of China among the powers. 

Like the British parent policy, our Open Door was fur- 
ther designed to fasten the chains tighter on the common 
victim of the powers — China. Rockhill, for instance, im- 
mensely pleased with the adoption of his —or rather, Hip- 
pisley’s — policy, expressed the hope that we would use our 
“balance of power” in China “for strengthening the Peking 
government so that it can find no means of escaping the 
performance of all its obligations to the treaty powers... 
China can and must discharge its international obligations.” 
This is Open Doorese for a proposal to create a Chinese 
puppet government strong enough to put down all Chinese 
opposition to foreign financial extortion and concession- 
granting. 

But it didn’t work. The June, 1900, Boxer Rebellion 
against “foreign missionaries and concession-hunters,” was 
also a blow at “the Manchu government that truckled with 
them.” As Professor Taylor says, “it was China, not the 
United States, which prevented the process of partition 
from being completed. The Boxer Rebellion compelled the 
western powers to unite in the suppression of an anti- 
imperialist movement at the very moment when they were 
about to slice up the victim. Any continuation of the pro- 
cess of partition might well have ended in war... [So] they 
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were persuaded to sign an international agreement with 
China, the Boxer Protocol, which established international 
control over China instead of the monopoly domination of 
any one power.” Its effect was to “preserve the Chinese 
market for joint exploitation.” Joint imperialist oppression 
instead of division of slices — that is all the great morality 
of the Open Door amounted to. And even that postponement 
of partition was not voluntary; the threat of further re- 
bellion of the victim and the lack of strength by any one 
power to challenge all the others, dictated the pause. 

The United States, of course, did not think of any im- 
mediate armed challenge to rival powers established in 
Asia before our time. Our seizure of the Philippines had 
given us a base for possible future challenge, but for the 
present it was, if anything, a strategic liability, an isolated 
outpost. Moreover, the break-up of the Spanish Empire 
under our blows, also benefited our rivals. Germany got the 
Caroline, Marshall and Palau Islands (destined to pass to 
Japan as “mandates” after War I and to the United States 
as a “trusteeship” after War II). Russia extended her in- 
fluence in South Manchuria, in the adjustments of the 
period, by obtaining a railroad concession for a branch of 
the Chinese Eastern Railway from Harbin to Port Arthur. 
Our prospects in Asia were not good. Certainly we lacked 
strength for armed ouster of our rivals from the coveted 
spheres. 

It was therefore inevitable that we should have turned 
to power politics and equally natural — given our long tra- 
dition —that we should have dressed our policy in the 
sheep’s clothing of morality. But our Open Door foray 
into world politics gained us nothing. The policy won 
superficial international agreement, but it did not change 
power relations and, indeed, the agreement was no tribute 
to our power. As Griswold sums up the episode: “The 
Boer War, the German Navy, the maneuverings of the hos- 
tile European coalitions, the Czar, the Kaiser, Delcasse and 
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Salisbury — these were the factors and agents that called 
the halt, not the diplomacy of John Hay. It was a case of 
political stalemate rather than conversion to principle. No 
power dared move further for fear of precipitating the uni- 
versal debacle that was to come a decade later...” 

The United States recognized the failure of the Open 
Door to achieve the political and economic objectives it 
sought. Hippisley himself predicted that the Boxer settle- 
ment would end in “territorial concessions leading to par- 
tition and so to war among the powers.” Rockhill wrote 
from China that he hoped “it may be a long time before 
the United States gets into another muddle of this descrip- 
tion.” And Hay, driven by the War and Navy Departments, 
did an about face from the Open Door to the policy of try- 
ing to grab territory. He sought an American naval base 
and territorial concession at Samsah Bay in the province of 
Fukien. But this happened to be in the Japanese sphere 
of influence and the Japanese said “No.” They also crushed 
Colonel Hay by recalling his own moral strictures against 
using the Boxer Rebellion as an excuse for territorial ag- 
grandizement. 


“BALANCE OF POWER" 


Thus ended our first Open Door adventure. The Open 
Door, as a phrase at least, remained a permanent part of 
our diplomatic arsenal especially in the Far East, but its 
content was never twice the same. The real meaning of 
our diplomacy changed from period to period and even 
varied from day to day during any given period. From 
the Hay notes to the Hay circular, for instance, we dras- 
tically revised our own concept of our own interpretation 
of the Open Door. Griswold points out that the notes not 
only took spheres of influence and territorial concessions 
for granted, but recognized that they would even expand 
“as is proved by the fact that the notes asked for most- 
favored-nation treatment for American commerce in all 
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future as well as present spheres and leased territories.” 
But the circular asked a guarantee against further slicing, 
and we were to vacillate between these two concepts of 
the Open Door for many, many years. 

Under McKinley and Hay, nevertheless, the Open Door 
always represented essentially one thing: the feeble plea 
of a latecomer for a share in the already divided spoils 
of empire. It was the moral argument put forward when 
we had nothing stronger to use. But now came Theodore 
Roosevelt who had watched the Open Door game long 
enough and was unwilling to play it. He plunged the 
United States full into the poison-pool of imperialist in- 
trigue, employing traditional European divide-and-win 
methods. The Open Door became a mere auxiliary instru- 
ment, its meaning dependent upon the state of affairs 
in the game he was playing. 

Dominating his State Department, Roosevelt adapted 
to the Far Hast and to his estimate of American interest, 
the balance of power principle by which Britain had pre- 
vented her victims and rivals from uniting to break her 
world rule. Aiming specifically at American penetration 
of North China and Manchuria, as the most practicable 
United States sphere of influence in Asia, he determined to 
play Japan and Russia against one another as far as the 
game might go. 

Following this line of thought, he reinforced the efforts 
of American private interests to get positions in Manchuria, 
by diplomatic blackmail. Russia was given to understand 
that while American public opinion would not countenance 
a declaration of war against her, we could easily set the 
Japanese at her throat. 

“TI take it for granted,” Secretary Hay wrote to the 
President in 1903, “that Russia knows as we do that we 
will not fight over Manchuria, for the simple reason that 
we cannot ... but they know that it would require the 
very least encouragement on the part of the United States 
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or England to induce Japan to seek a violent solution of 
the question.” 

When Russia proved stubborn, the United States used 
its facilities to strengthen Japan, believing we could halt 
the process at a safe point. Then, American assurances 
of our “benevolent neutrality” plus Anglo-American finan- 
cial aid to Japan under the direct inspiration of President 
Roosevelt, launched the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-5. 
Japan, having built a modern navy with the indemnity 
squeezed from China in 1895, easily defeated Russia, who 
had proved unable to develop Great Power strength at 
sea even to the extent of her purely defensive needs. The 
Russian fleet was, moreover, shattered at Port Arthur by 
a Pearl Harbor-attack without previous declaration of war. 

President Roosevelt was well satisfied with his work. 
He gloated over the Port Arthur affair. “I was thoroughly 
well pleased with the Japanese victory,” he said, and he 
told himself Japan was “playing our game” whether she 
would or not. 

Neither love for Japan nor hatred for czarism, inspired 
American policy. American predominance in Manchuria 
was the simple goal. As Professor Edward H. Zabriskie 
writes, in American-Russian Rivalry in the Far East, 
1895-1914, on the strength of first-hand access to State 
Department files, Roosevelt’s “purpose was to give Japan 
a free hand in Korea, to render her assistance, both morally 
and financially in her fight to loosen the clutch of Russia in 
Manchuria, with its menace to American commercial and 
industrial interests, to prolong the war for a sufficient 
length of time to exhaust both Russia and Japan, and to 
leave a weakened Russia and a strengthened Japan facing 
each other at the end of the war, thereby equalizing the 
Manchurian balance of power. A war from which both 
powers would emerge financially, economically, and phy- 
sically drained. . . . would better serve the economic and 
commercial interests of the American Republic.” 
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The war was maintained as long as Britain and the 
United States—for very dissimilar reasons— wanted it 
to go on. That they had pretty absolute control, is indi- 
cated by the war financing —more than half the war’s 
estimated billion dollar cost to Japan was raised by loans 
in New York and London. Roosevelt exercised his influence 
to end the war on terms that would not let Japan grow too 
strong. Though the United States was still, perhaps, least 
of the Great Powers in the day to day pursuit of imperialist 
prizes, though Roosevelt was childishly innocent of knowl- 
edge or understanding of the incredibly complex inter- 
relations of imperialist diplomacy, the peace was reached 
on American-influenced terms. Something like a stalemate 
of the other Great Powers gave the United States a balance 
of power position in the matter. At any rate, the treaty 
was negotiated in the United States, to emphasize the de- 
sire of the United States for a dominant position in the 
disputed areas. 

The treaty gave Japan Port Arthur and Dairen and 
the South Manchurian railway. The settlement also gave 
Japan de facto rule of Korea. This conformed roughly to 
the Roosevelt plan. It was supposed to create the desired 
balance of power, the stalemate that would let American 
interests take over Manchuria. Wall Street, therefore, in 
the person of railroad king Edward H. Harriman, immedi- 
ately came along with a grandiose plan for an American- 
owned round-the-world railroad system. He approached 
the Russians and Japanese confidently, for he believed only 
American decision had saved the Russian Maritime Prov- 
inces from the Japanese at the peace negotiations, and, on 
the other hand, it was through his agency that Japan had 
obtained certain war loans from the New York bankers, 
Kuhn-Loeb and Company. He proposed to buy the Trans- 
Siberian and South Manchurian railways. 

But it was all vanity. The far-reaching Roosevelt plan 
had been too clever by half. American power was not 
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yet sufficiently great on a world or Pacific scale to be de- 
cisive in the final reckoning. The war and its settlement 
did not produce the expected result. As a Russian diplomat 
put it, it gave Manchuria two masters instead of one. And 
both masters said “No” to Harriman! 

Instead, alarmed by the aggressiveness of American 
policy, the Japanese and Russians moved to patch up their 
relations as soon as the war was over. In 1907, a year of 
worldwide reshuffling of Great Power alliances, they com- 
pleted the patching by signing open agreements which © 
obviously meant a common front against American infiltra- 
tion into Manchuria. Behind the open agreements there 
were the usual secret treaties. These conceded Korea to 
Japan, recognized Japan’s sphere in South Manchuria and 
| Inner Mongolia and confirmed Russia’s sphere in North 
| Manchuria and Outer Mongolia. 

Roosevelt was forced to acknowledge failure of his di- 

plomacy and to set about mending fences. In 1905, Secre- 

| tary of War Taft, destined to be the next President of the 

United States, negotiated a secret memorandum with 

Japan. By this memorandum the United States recognized 

Japanese sovereignty in Korea, and Japan promised to re- 

spect our rule in the Philippines. Three years later, by the 

Root-Takahira agreement, Roosevelt, in effect, gave Japan 

a free hand in Manchuria for the same promise to keep 

away from the Philippines. An outgrowth of these two 

deals was the subsequent participation of American capital 

in the exploitation of Korea and South Manchuria. Thus_ 

' fortified, the Japanese in 1910 formally annexed Korea 

without American protest. And thus, having learned that 

to play power politics you must have power, the United 

States turned away from Roosevelt’s amateur imperialism” 

to a game more suited to the rapidly growing financial 
power of America— Dollar Diplomacy. 








CHAPTER 10 
DOLLAR DIPLOMACY 


What is “Dollar Diplomacy”? President Taft, who in- 
troduced it as a substitute for the methods of European 
imperialism which Roosevelt had unsuccessfully borrowed, 
provided a definition: “This policy has been characterized as 
substituting dollars for bullets. ... It is an effort frankly 
directed to the increase of American trade upon the axio- 
matic principle that the government of the United States 
shall extend all proper support to every legitimate and 
beneficial American enterprise abroad.” 

Though Taft spoke of “trade,” in truth investment had 
replaced trade as the principle ingredient of capitalism’s 
foreign adventures. Department of Commerce studies show 
that Taft took office at the beginning of the second great 
period of expansion of direct American investments abroad 
(the first having been from 1898 to 1902; this one lasted 
from 1908 to 1915, while a third was to follow from 1920 
to 1929; and we are now apparently completing a fourth 
which began in 1939). 

But Dollar Diplomacy is not simply the diplomacy of 
investment. It is, on the record, a method of conquering 
strategic positions by use of financial influence. In that 
sense, it is preeminently the diplomacy of the United States 
and there is no comparable Pound Diplomacy, or France Di- 
plomacy or Mark or Yen Diplomacy, though all of these 
had their role in the narrower sense of investment diplo- 
macy. The United States had no true rival because this type 
of financial diplomacy entered world affairs just when the 
United States was beginning the final climb to peaks of 
financial power never scaled by the British at the height 
of their own economic, political and military-strategic 
ascendancy. 
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Taft’s definition implies a moral superiority of Dollar 
Diplomacy. It is unnecessary to argue whether it would 
really be morally better for the world if the old evils of 
imperialism, imposed by the power of bullets, were to be 
perpetuated solely by the power of dollars. It is unnecessary 
because history has already demonstrated that dollars are 
not a substitute for force but an adjunct of force. The flag 
follows the dollar. After Taft came a whole series of Marine 
interventions in the Western Hemisphere, and the pursuit 
of power was not left to bankers and missionaries in Asia, 
either. 

Watching Dollar Diplomacy at work, one wonders that 
anyone would find words of praise for it. In China, for in- 
stance, during and after Taft’s time, the characteristic 
feature of Dollar Diplomacy has been the openness of Wall 
Street’s connection with the State Department. In fact, the 
two seem almost to merge at times, the same persons now 
officially representing the United States, now working di- 
rectly for the American bankers with the aid of the State © 
Department. Willard Straight, an outstanding name in the — 
history of American empire-building efforts in the Far East. 
went from college in 1901 to the British-operated Imperial 
Chinese Maritime Customs Service, thence to the American 
diplomatic service, thence to the service of the banks, and 
back again to the State Department. 

It really made no difference. While a diplomatic under- 
ling at Seoul, Korea, he had already “come to the conclu- 
sion,” according to Griswold, “that the United States owed 
its lack of power in the Far East to the small amount of 
American capital invested in China.” Trade didn’t have the 
same tendency as investment to establish “the proprietary 
rights that constituted the entering wedge for political in- 
fluence.” So, as a diplomat, Straight saw nothing improper 
in working to increase Wall Street’s influence; from 1906 
to 1908 he ‘made his Mukden consulate a high-pressure | 
sales agency for American commerce in Manchuria” and 
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schemed with Harriman to build the latter’s pet round-the- 
world railroad. Thereafter, “as Acting Chief of the Far 
Eastern Division, he worked for Harriman and as Harri- 
man’s representative, he worked for the State Department.” 
Next, J. P. Morgan and Company was brought in to head 
an American financial group including the First National 
Bank, the National City Bank, Harriman, and Kuhn, Loeb 
and Company. When this group became the official agent 
of the Department of State for American railway financing 
in China, what more natural than that Willard Straight 
should be hired as the bankers’ Peking representative? 

Apologists of American imperialism are fond of arguing 
that the bankers didn’t urge the State Department to for- 
ward their interests and get them investment opportunities 
in China; the shoe was on the other foot. Griswold cites 
instances from Taft to Wilson, and concludes that Dollar 
Diplomacy “was an attempt to force American capital by 
diplomatic pressure into a region of the world where it 
would not go of its own accord.” 

This may be accurate enough if you look so closely at 
the diplomatic trees that you cannot see the imperialist 
forest. But if you stand away, you will see that the growth 
of surplus capital at home was more and more determining 
both the domestic and foreign policy of the United States, 
pushing American policy in the direction of foreign ex- 
pansion, increase of foreign investment, as the very heart 
of “the national interest.” The theory of the virtues of 
“private enterprise” or “business,” as taught in schools, 
churches, newspapers, makes the interests of “business” 
identical with the interests of the nation. The bankers and 
industrial barons are our national heroes. So it was that 
Straight came by his early conviction that our bankers must 
expand their investments in China, as the foundation for 
political domination by the United States. Federal, local and 
State governments as well as the State Department, the 
Army and Navy, all tend to operate according to this same 
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prevailing concept of “the national interest.” No wonder 
it was so easy for the same persons to move now to Wall 
Street, now to Washington. Or for the State Department 
to follow the lead of Wall Street today while tomorrow 
urging a reluctant Wall Street to take a more active role 
in a region where the American bankers had little experi- 
ence or little interest. 

That the men in the State Department and White House 
should from time to time be ahead of the bankers in desire 
for entry of American private interests to a given region, 
has still another meaning. The bankers are engaged with 
their immediate affairs; it is the business of the diplomats 
to take the long view. The banker’s tendency is to invest 
only where he can see immediate profit or at least where 
politically stable conditions promise him constant control 
of the business he establishes abroad. It is the capitalist 
statesman’s job to see that American positions are estab- 
lished that will add up to political influence eventually, 
even if that requires unprofitable investment today. It is 
the question of power. 

Thus when Griswold argues that “Dollar Diplomacy had 
been contrived more as a political instrument than as the 
answer to the express needs of American business; it was 
the servant of a theory, not the supply to a demand,” he 
does not succeed in clearing private capital of the charge 
of expansionism. He merely demonstrates that diplomacy 
is the handmaiden of surplus capital, preparing the way for 
its future placement abroad. Diplomacy sets the stage for 
strategic expansion to the ultimate benefit of private in- 
terests which might otherwise neglect these more distant 
opportunities out of preoccupation with present profits. 

The very nature of the major imperialist investments in 
China shows that strategic expansion lies at the heart of 
the matter. The great battle of Dollar Diplomacy was for 
railroad concessions and a share in loan-making where 
political controls accompanied the loans. Railroads are no 
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just profitable investments; they spell economic control 
over the life of a country. But that isn’t all. Railroads are 
of decisive strategic significance. By their nature, trans- 
portation and communications — railroads, airlines, radio, 
telegraph, even news—are major military assets. As 
Oliver J. Lissitzyn notes in his International Air Transport 
and National Policy: 

“A fact of cardinal importance in the relations between 
governments and the means of transportation and com- 
munication is that governments have not been able or will- 
ing to consider the operation of such means as just another 
private business. Nor have governments restricted their 
interest in these means to economic considerations alone. 
Throughout history political and military objectives have 
been inseparable from economic considerations.” 

If the means of transportation and communications are 
instruments of power, state-control, direct or indirect, be- 
comes inevitable. Railroads, at home and abroad, airlines, 
telecommunications, even news agencies — worldwide busi- 
nesses by their nature — are subsidized by all governments 
in our time, and their economic aspects are subordinated to 
their use as instruments of national policy. 

The aviation aspect of this problem is familiar to every- 
one today. Pan-American Airways, for instance, is a nomin- 
ally private system that is really a state agency. William 
A. M. Burden, then special aviation assistant to the Secre- 
tary of Commerce, wrote in 1943 (The Struggle for Air- 
ways in Latin America), that the “Pan-American System 
can be compared with the leading European government- 
owned or -controlled airlines in that it is the only operator 
representing the interests of its country in the interna- 
tional field and to this end is liberally subsidized by the 
United States.” Two or more “competing” lines may also be 
molded into one state instrument. The wartime value of 
aviation determines peacetime “civil” aviation policies. Our 
control of the internal civil airlines of many countries, in- 
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cluding China, spells strategic domination over those coun- 
tries, and strategic domination brings the power to manipu- 
late and exploit the land and its people. 

That was the objective of the United States’ battle for 
railway concessions in China. For instance, in 1916, taking 
advantage of the war in Europe, the United States made 
deals in the interest of American control of Chinese com- 
munications. The American International Corporation con- 
tracted to do drainage and irrigation work on the Huai 
River and part of the Grand Canal; the Siems and Carey 
Corporation got a concession for the most extensive rail- 
way network ever schemed up for China. That American 
control of these communications would have struck out at 
every rival position in China, was promptly indicated by 
the protests. All the European powers joined Japan in block- 
ing the deals. Japan opposed the canal project as threatening 
her proposed seizure of Shantung, hitherto German-domi- 
nated. Russia protested the proposed railway extending into 
Mongolia; England forbade rail lines in Hupeh, Hunan and 
Szechuan; France banned another in Kwangsi. 

There is an immediate connection between the Amer- 
ican tendency to plot China-wide economic plans and the 
American diplomacy of “equality of opportunity,” “terri- 
torial and administrative integrity” of China. The United 
States, alone of the powers, had the resources to attempt 
exploitation of the whole country. Britain could not even 
fully utilize her Yangtze sphere of influence, comprising a 
third of China proper. The pressure of the United States 
was therefore designed to strike out interest-lines and con- 
vert China into one great American sphere of influence. 
Secretary of State Lansing, for instance, protesting the 
interference of the powers, told the British that their at- 
titude was “at variance with the policy of the ‘Open Door’ 
and equality of commercial opportunity to which the Brit- 
ish government has subscribed.” 

The other powers could defend themselves only by still 
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further tightening their grip on their special cuts of the 
imperialist pie. Arthur Balfour accordingly replied that 
things had changed in China so that now “specific areas are 
earmarked for the enterprise of specific countries” and 
there could be no such thing as “a regime of free railway 
construction.” He might have added that Britain couldn’t 
permit such a competitive regime, because all railway con- 
cessions were bought with bribes and the United States 
could pay bigger bribes. Hippisley had once told Rockhill 
and Hay that railway and mining concessions “have usually 
been granted to those who were most liberal in greasing 
the palms of the middlemen.” 

Times had indeed changed. The phraseology of the 
Open Door, that once expressed late-arriving America’s plea 
for a share of the China trade, had now become the demand 
of a financial giant for surrender, by lesser financial powers, 
of their private empires in China, so that he might have 
the whole. No power could voluntarily yield to this demand, 
and, frightened by it, all were able to compose their own 
differences just enough to present a common front against 
the United States. As a result, the United States suffered 
apparent failure in all its efforts to break down the estab- 
lished spheres of influence in China until the end of World 
War II. 

The United States never tired of repeating its demand 
for the Open Door — and never ceased recognizing and deal- 
ing with the closed ones. Early in 1920, Thomas W. Lamont 
went to Japan as agent of the American banking group in- 
volved in the long history of Far East multi-power com- 
binations known as “consortiums.” On March 30, he for- 
warded to Secretary of State Colby a plan which thereupon 
became the plan of the United States Government. Accord- 
ing to his and Colby’s since-published notes, Lamont reached 
agreement with the Japanese bank group on formation of 
a British, French, American, Japanese consortium, in which 
Japan would waive “mention of any general economic or 
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political rights in Manchuria and Mongolia.” This looked 
like the Open Door. But the railways and mines dominated 
by the Japanese, were excluded, by name, from the scope 
of the agreement. In other words, the Japanese did not 
insist on specific mention of their closed sphere, so long as 
there was specific mention of every economic asset in the 
sphere. The door was not even ajar. 


OUR WAITING GAME 


It would be easy to conclude that we were getting no- 
where, that our diplomacy and attempts at “power politics” 
were adventures without roots or fruits. Griswold comes 
to that conclusion. He remarks that “‘the history of Ameri- 
can diplomacy in the Far East from 1903 to 1938 recapitu- 
lates in a series of cycles the experience of John Hay. One 
after another, with variations only in manner and emphasis, 
the Presidents and Secretaries of State who followed McKin- 
ley and Hay have moved toward identical objectives, with 
identical results’ —tactical retreat and admitted failure. 
But Griswold again fails to take the long view. 

It is perfectly true that our diplomacy was naive be- 
yond belief. In the competition with powers long familiar 
with the intricate balance of forces behind the diplomacy 
of imperialism, skilled to detect the decisive European in- 
terests behind mysterious maneuvers in the Far East, Hay, 
Roosevelt and their successors suffered a succession of 
humiliating defeats. It is true, however, only of the short- 
term objectives of their diplomacy. 

In the long run, it was question of power on a world 
scale that would determine the victory in Asia. Financial 
power was becoming more and more the inward measure 
of power in general, and that inward power had a tendency 
to find outward expression in bases, naval ratios, military- 
strategic dominance of new areas. The financial pre-emi- 
nence of the United States was growing behind the scenes 
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and at periods of crisis it was rapidly transformed into 
military-strategic power. If we appeared to be thwarted in 
Asia, that was but the appearance. The reality of our 
financial power was a worldwide phenomenon; it might take 
time to find expression in Asia, but it would find it. 

It did. The Washington Conference in 1922 marked 
the real arrival of American supremacy —in the conflict of 
rival imperialisms— not only in the Pacific but in Asia, 
though we were to wait twenty-five years for the outward 
proofs. The mere fact that the United States could call 
the conference, could assert leadership, was an indication 
of the change in comparative strengths of the powers, 
quickened by the war. The results of the conference rep- 
resented an acknowledgement by Britain and Japan of 
our new supremacy. 

“The British were compelled to give up the Anglo- 
Japanese alliance,” observes Professor Taylor, “and the 
Japanese to get out of Shantung.” In so doing they were 
immediately avoiding a naval race with the United States, 
which they could not but lose; but they were also acknowl- 
edging past demonstrations of the growth of American 
power. For the United States had more and more devoted 
its strength to publicly checking and driving back the 
Japanese in East Asia. Though Secretary Lansing and 
almost the whole State Department were blinded by anti- 
Bolshevik fury in 1918, the policy of the United States as 
it emerged from the conduct of General Graves, commander 
of American forces in Siberia, fully backed by President 
Wilson, was to prevent the Japanese from gaining strength 
by seizure of Russian territory in Asia. The 1922 agree- 
ment at Washington was a treaty-acknowledgement that 
the power of the United States had grown so great that 
even across the Pacific, in East Asia, it was sufficient to 
block the plans of Japan, despite the latter’s tremendous 
geographic advantage. 
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The 1922 conference results were summarized in the 
fixing of the so-called 5-5-3 ratio for naval tonnage — equal- 
ity of Britain and the United States, inferiority for Japan. 
Worldwide equality of Britain and the United States, meant 
tacit British surrender of the Pacific to the United States, 
since Britain must keep much strength near home. What 
it might mean in terms of relative American-Japanese 
strength in the Western Pacific, remained to be proved. 
But there is no reason to doubt that American banker- 
diplomats and sailor-diplomats and professional diplomats 
alike based their reasoning on the obviously continuing 
growth of American economic, financial, and military- 
strategic power. 

That is why it is narrow and unrealistic to treat our 
Asiatic policy and diplomacy as a succession of failures in 
an attempt to assure the integrity of China for the good 
of the Chinese. There was no such attempt; there could 
be no such failure. What we sought was the domination 
of China as a whole for the advantages that would yield 
to American private interests (whether American capital- 
ism, as such, would benefit or whether only a few favored 
interests, is irrelevant). Our long-range policy toward 
China and the whole Far East may be described with the 
brutal candor Secretary Bayard employed in speaking of 
Hawaii during President Cleveland’s first administration. 
Our policy, he said, was “to wait quietly and patiently and 
let the islands fill up with American planters and American 
industries until they should be wholly identified with the 
United States. It was simply a matter of waiting until 
the apple should fall.” 

We could not literally fill China with American planters; 
and combinations of rivals limited the extent of penetration 
of American industries and finance. But we could and did 
accumulate overwhelming power on a world scale. The in- 
creasingly wide margin of American industrial supremacy, 
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the staggering reserves of capital, the superiority of Ameri- 
can technology, awaited only another war to be cashed in 
for strategic expansion in Asia on a limitless scale. That 
is to say, as between the United States and all imperialist 
rivals, relative strengths were so changing as to assure 
the final victory of America in the contest for the “right” 
to dominate and exploit the Far East. But always and 
behind that, the forces of resistance to all imperialism were 
growing at a still more rapid rate. Victory was in sight 
for our own imperialists— but for those who looked close 
it was a hollow victory ahead. 


APPEASEMENT 


The content of our Far Eastern ripe-fruit policy — our 
waiting game — was solidly imperialistic. We did not em- 
ploy the Open Door and repeated demands for preservation 
of “the territorial and administrative integrity” of China, 
to crack the central structure of foreign domination over 
China. We employed them only to maintain a legal wedge 
for swift American penetration of the British, Japanese 
and other spheres when power-relations should change. We 
were preparing to break down the barriers and take as 
our inheritance all that the diplomacy of European im- 
perialism had built up in the Far East. 

This policy involved confirming, and even trying to 
“freeze” the imperialist statws quo in the Pacific and Far 
East, whereas the Chinese people wanted at all cost to keep 
up their fierce fight and shake the foundations of foreign 
rule. China refused, for instance, to sign the Versailles 
treaty, or, as Griswold remarks: “It would be more accur- 
ate to say that the ruling faction at Peking was restrained 
from dealing directly with Japan because of the extreme 
[popular] opposition to this course.” Spontaneous boycotts 
of Japanese goods became a powerful political and diplo- 
matic weapon for China; the armed struggle for national 
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liberation might well have been encouraged then rather 
than fifteen years later. Instead, we virtually forced China 
to sign the 1922 treaties confirming Japan’s, Britain’s, 
and our own positions. 

President Harding told the Chinese Minister “it would 
be a colossal blunder in statecraft” to refuse the treaties, 
“as the alternative might involve a risk of losing’ Shan- 
tung. But Shantung was lost to China, in effect, by the 
treaty of February 4, 1922, which she signed under Amer- 
ican and British pressure. Griswold says it “restored Shan- 
tung in full sovereignty to China but by virtue of the terms 
of the Japanese railway loan, did not greatly disturb Japan’s 
economic supremacy (and concomitant political influence) 
in the province.” This was agreeable to the British, for they 
and the French “were no more willing to relinquish their 
Chinese spheres and leaseholds than was Japan.” 

As for us, we were following the British lead in the 
traditional manner, though with our own objectives. Just 
as the Englishman, Hippisley, gave us our Open Door 
policy, so Arthur Balfour’s draft of November 11, 1921 be- 
came the Nine Power Treaty of February 6, 1922, presented 
to the world as an American initiative. The several treaties 
and agreements binding the powers not to fortify certain 
Pacific positions, did not mean that the United States “had 
decided to abandon American interests in China. It meant, 
rather, that Hughes had decided to employ a traditional as 
opposed to a radical method of defending those interests.” 
It meant joining the powers in maintaining imperialist 
domination over China, while putting forward our claims 
against the existing spheres. 

The very nature of imperialist rivalry confirms that 
our policy was a waiting game. “The treaties of Washing- 
ton,” Griswold explains, “were primarily a recognition of 
existing, if brutal, facts, a consolidation of the status quo. 
By them the Pacific suffered no peaceful change; it was 
only partially frozen. The same was true of China.” By 
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them the United States, not ready for war, “went as far as 
pen and ink could go” to contain Japan and “to preserve a 
peace founded on such antithetical elements as those in- 
herent in the status quo in the Far East.” 

Lenin put the same thing more bluntly long ago. He 
said imperialists cannot make peace; they can only estab- 
lish a truce from time to time acknowledging the existing 
relations of force. So now, after 1922, the constantly chang- 
ing relations in the Far East, rubbing against the objective 
of our waiting game, determined our Far Eastern policy. 
“China, Russia and Japan,” continues Griswold, “furnished 
the factual substance with which that policy was obliged 
to deal. The rise of Chinese nationalism, the revival of 
Russian power and the advance of Japanese imperialism 
created practical problems demanding practical solutions. 
These were conflicting elements artificially frozen into the 
status quo of the Washington treaties. When they began, 
as it were, to thaw, to pass once more into change and 
motion, they presented a pragmatic challenge to all prin- 
ciples and doctrines.” ‘ 

We met the challenge by —appeasement. We wanted a 
Chinese government strong enough to put down native 
anti-imperialist movements but not to cast off our own 
controls. We feared the stimulating effect, not only on the 
Chinese but on all the colonial peoples, of the growing 
strength of the Soviet Union. We shaped our policy ac- 
cordingly. Our vigorous effort to contain the Japanese in 
the days after War I, was abandoned and even reversed. 
Professor Taylor makes the comparison between the Amer- 
ican attitude in the early 1920’s and that of the 1930's. 

In the 1920’s, “at a time when the United States cer- 
tainly had no love for the revolutionary government of 
Russia, which it did not even recognize until 1933,” we 
launched the Siberian expedition, less to put down the 
Bolsheviks than “to see that Japanese troops returned to 
Japan. It was made perfectly clear to Tokyo that any at- 
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tempt to take advantage of Russian weakness for purposes 
of territorial expansion in Siberia would be considered by 
the United States as an unfriendly action.” But when Japan 
invaded China, we kept hands off. 

“Why, then, did not the United States act with an 
equal vigor against Japan in 1931?” Why? Because the 
great private commercial and financial interests no longer 
minimized the strength of revolutionary Russia. They had 
been badly scared by the 1922-1927 period of the Chinese 
Revolution when it appeared that, with the moral backing 
and material aid of the Soviet Union, the Chinese would 
establish a “territorial and administrative integrity” inde- 
pendent not only of Japan and Britain, but of the United 
States as well. So, to our shame, we began to strengthen 
the Japanese, or at least, carefully refrained from inter- 
fering with her aggressions against China. 

“The United States was not anxious to weaken Japan 
too much in relation to the Soviet Union, and there was 
always the hope that the two could be maneuvered into 
fighting each other as they had done in 1904-1905,” Pro- 
fessor Taylor explains. 

But that is the essence of the policy of appeasement as 
put into effect by the British in the dark days of Neville 
Chamberlain. The basis of Chamberlain’s far-fetched 
scheme was the belief that Germany and Russia could be 
set fighting until they had bled themselves white, then 
Britain would be left the strong man of Europe. 

In the Far East, the United States applied the appease- 
ment principle from the middle of the 1920’s. Russia was 
to be weakened even if it meant also weakening China; 
Japan was to be the means of bleeding Russia. That is why 
we sold scrap to Japan right up to the fall of Holland in 
1940. Professor Taylor says: 

“The stronger the Soviets became, the more reluctant 
were the Western Empires to weaken Japan by opposing 
her expansion.” Moreover, everything seemed threatening 
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to the imperialists. “There were riots in Java and Sumatra 
in 1926, signs of unrest in Burma.” India was aflame. Later, 
Chinese resistance to Japan spurred the nationalism and 
the urge for liberty of all Asia, “making the great powers 
reluctant to enlist the help of their subjects against the 
menace of Japan for fear that these peoples might ulti- 
mately turn against their own rulers.” 

The Soviet Union, many have forgotten, was giving 
China arms to fight the Japanese despite the violently anti- 
Communist policy of Chiang Kai-shek. Our policy-makers, 
by a cold-blooded calculation, determined that it would suit 
our ultimate interest to let Russia expend arms and China 
bleed. Says Taylor: “Before the fall of Holland created a 
threat to United States interests in the south, our policy 
towards China [primarily sought] to keep both sides fight- 
ing in order that Japan should waste her strength against 
the Chinese. So long as the Soviet Union was supplying 
China with the bulk of its arms, and Japan was not threat- 
ening southeast Asia, there was no reason to stop the flow 
of [American] war materials to Japan.” 

The fall of Holland changed everything. Holland had a 
peculiar role in Europe and in Asia, “that of a weak power 
controlling very important strategic areas. No Great Power 
could permit another Great Power to control the wealth of 
the Indies; but Holland could be left in this position be- 
cause she was not strong enough to oppose the general 
policies of the stronger empires.” Japan was strong enough. 
Japanese rule would mean exclusion of British and Amer- 
ican imperialists. The fall of Holland in Europe, therefore, 
threatening the fall of Holland in the Indies, forced a re- 
versal of American policy in the Far East. 

Thereafter, the great fear was that Japan would be- 
come too strong and emerge as the unchallengeable ruler of 
Eastern Asia, with ultimate power over India and Siberia. 
In the changed situation, a bid for American power could 
only take the form of direct aid and even intervention. 
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Hence China was included in the flow of lend-lease mate- 
rials, an American military mission was established, and 
the hour of open warfare with Japan drew near. Pearl 
Harbor was a treachery but it was not a surprise. 

So it was that appeasement failed in the Far East as in 
Europe. The fall of Holland showed that Britain had mis- — 
calculated the forces with which she was dealing in Europe; 
subsequent events showed we had underestimated the 
strength of Japan. Who knows how large a percentage of 
the American lives sacrified in the bitter Pacific war were - 
an unnecessary sacrifice to the folly of appeasement, to the 
passion of anti-Communism, to the unspeakable secret de- 
sire to maintain the power of imperialism in the Far East? 


THE RIPE APPLE 


It must be said that American imperialist aims were 
not wholly submerged in the just war against the Axis, 
and this truth is most clearly observed in the Far East. 
President Roosevelt may have considered that in taking 
steps to oust the British, for instance, from their imperial- 
ist positions in China and elsewhere, he was hastening the 
end of reactionary colonialism. Yet he can hardly have | 
been unaware that powerful American private and selfish 
interests were the immediate beneficiaries of such behind- 
the-guns diplomacy. 

An example of how the United States utilized our major 
role in the Pacific war to destroy British imperial positions 
built up over the course of a century, is supplied by Elliott 
Roosevelt in his book, As He Saw It (the “he” being Presi- 
dent Roosevelt). Elliott writes: 

“¥ mentioned I had heard that all our air reconnaissance 
and aerial mapping of China was strictly withheld from 
British view.” 

Anyone even slightly acquainted with the diplomacy of 
power will recognize the meaning of the fact indicated here — 
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by Elliott Roosevelt. It signifies displacement of the Brit- 
ish by the Americans in the tutelage of a weak and feudal 
Chinese regime. President Roosevelt replied: 

“We worked out that arrangement with the Chinese 
quite some time ago. Chiang wants very badly to get our 
support to keep the British from moving back into Hong 
Kong and Canton... We will support his contention that 
the British and other nations no longer enjoy special em- 
pire rights in China.” 

It is not necessary to speculate on whether American 
advisers suggested to Chiang that he seek American “aid” 
in ousting the British. President Roosevelt himself made 
it clear that the United States was taking all the initiative 
in deciding the future relations of Britain and America 
to China. When Elliott suggested that Churchill might 
resist, he replied sharply: 

“There can’t be much argument, inasmuch as 99 per 
cent American material and American men are bringing 
about the defeat of Japan.” 

Elliott adds that, “Father and the Generalissimo had 
also talked about the Malay States, about Burma and Indo- 
China and India,” and President Roosevelt had indicated 
what we would and would not permit after the war in all 
those areas. 

All of this the British could do little to prevent — so 
long as preservation of their empire with all that imperial- 
ism implies, was the center of their policy. That is as 
true for a Labor as for a Tory government. Loss of con- 
trol over the oceans symbolized loss of control over her 
own empire for such an imperial Britain; it spelled per- 
manent dependence upon the United States for her con- 
tinued pretense of major world rank. What Britain might 
still do by a revolutionary reversal of her regime and her 
economy, a definite abandonment of imperialist exploitation 
as the basis of her national life, is a matter for the con- 
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science of the British people. An American observer can 
do no more than record the fact of Britain’s displacement 
by the United States in various spheres of imperialist in-— 
fluence.* 

It is more important for an American observer —con- 
sidering the workings of our national system of self-de- 
ception — to record our present attempts to impose United 
States rule in the Far East. We may prefer to bury our 
heads in the sands of our own self-righteousness, but to 
all other eyes it is evident the United States asserts 
a claim to military-strategic domination of all China proper, 
half of Korea, and all of Japan. To all other understand- 
ings than ours, the United States is clearly committed to 
consolidating its hold on these regions and to keeping them 
permanently within its sphere of influence. Americans do 
not acknowledge this because, as will be seen later, we have 
an alibi. 


* An American, Ernest T. Nash, who served for twenty-five years 
in the International Municipal Administration in Shanghai does 
record this phenomenon, and very emphatically at that. In a long let- 
ter to the Times (October 24, 1948), he refers to the “upsurge of 
United States dominance in China”—only to plead for careful study of 
British historic methods of maintaining our rule there! That gives 
all the more point to his blunt admission: “The entire map of China 
would today appear colored as an American ‘sphere of influence’ from 
which the British are excluded because of Britain’s retreat following 
her European exertions.” 

A correspondent of the Times further underscores this point in 
a dispatch from London on January 12, 1949, just before the collapse 
of Chiang Kai Shek. The correspondent noted that the British gov- 
ernment wanted a new joint Anglo-American policy to meet the 
wholly changed situation in China, but was unwilling to take any 
initiative because “Asiatic affairs north of Canton are, by rule of 
thumb, generally agreed to be the province of the United States in 
the diplomatic field.” 








CHAPTER II 
THE DAIREN ALIBI 


The evidence of American expansion in Asia is so much 
on the surface, so little concealed, that one wonders how 
we succeed in ignoring what everyone else knows. But we 
do not really ignore it. On the contrary, the trick is to 
acknowledge the evidence but deny its meaning. Our ex- 
pansion is not expansion at all; it is a great crusade to 
halt Soviet expansion. This has been dinned into us ever 
since the death of President Roosevelt. It is the excuse 
for everything we do. It is the special form of the “moral” 
argument that has crystallized in the Truman Doctrine. 

The moral argument in its primitive form is standard 
diplomatic dressing for too naked self-interest. ‘The art 
of sugar-coating a policy by attempting to explain it upon 
the basis of fair play and international morality —is omni- 
present in diplomacy,” Professor Williams remarks. But 
the decking out of plain material gain in the fine feathers 
of morality does not long remain an innocent pastime. The 
moral argument has a dangerous sequel: it creates a villain 
to balance the hero-role we have assigned ourselves. As 
the other great power of today’s world, Russia was the 
only possible candidate for the part. 

With the parts assigned, the play begins. It might be 
called, “The Double Standard.” The acquisition of bases 
by the United States six thousand miles from home, becomes 
a harmless idiosynerasy when it is not a positive virtue. 
A security-base obtained or sought by the Soviet Union 
on her very borders is “Red Imperialism.” If we make 
investments or loans and send missions to supervise expen- 
diture of the money, missions with the power of veto over 
any act of the debtor government, that is described as 
“senerous aid.” And, in the words of Secretary Marshall, 
to call it “imperialist aims,” or to say it is an attempt “‘to 
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fasten upon the recipients some form of political and eco- 
nomie domination,” is “fantastic misrepresentation” and 
“malicious distortion of the truth.” Yet if Russia concludes 
what the newspapers have styled a “fifty-fifty” deal with 
a neighboring country, that is “economic hegemony” im- 
posed upon an “unwilling victim.” 

This double-standard has been the stock-in-trade of al- 
most all our opinion machinery and officials since the death 
of Mr. Roosevelt. Over and over they have repeated the 
iniquities of the Soviet Union and the duty of the United 
States to thrust its power all over the globe lest the Rus- 
sians, in some unspecified way, get there first. When even so 
eminent a citizen as Henry Wallace, intimate collaborator 
of President Roosevelt, dared to dissent, he was first ousted 
from the Cabinet, next denied space in the press, and 
finally denounced as a “traitor.” 

Little by little this lynch-psychology has come to govern 
our conduct of foreign affairs, paralyzing, if it does not 
quite convince, the mass of American opinion. Spurious 
“moral” arguments, repeated day after day, have become 
a material force in world affairs. American and Russian 
operations beyond the borders of the two countries are seen 
as in Coney Island distorting mirrors. Every Soviet act 
is multi-magnified and warped beyond recognition. Every 
American act is softened in outline and reduced in extent. 
The double-standard has proved particularly effective in 
concealing the relation between American and Soviet posi- 
tions or actions in the same region. 

The famous Dairen Incident, whipped up into a nine-day 
wonder by the press, admirably illustrates not only this 
aspect of the double-standard but the broader process of 
manufacturing “public opinion” and carrying out foreign 
policy under its protection. A small American warcraft 
calling frequently at Dairen as a kind of courier for the 
American consul there, carried out its usual mission on a 
visit from December 18 to 20, 1946. It arrived carrying 
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two newspapermen and an official of the great Rockefeller 
oil trust that rings the world. The three passengers knew 
they were not authorized to visit the area but took a chance 
on obtaining Russian permission on the spot. Permission 
was denied; they remained aboard the vessel while its 
regular business was transacted and left with the ship 
when it departed. 

Upon his return to China proper, one of the newspaper- 
men, William H. Newton of the Scripps-Howard press, filed 
a dispatch sensationalizing the colorless incident. Newton, 
incidentally, has specialized in lurid anti-Soviet stories of 
the kind sought particularly by his employer and by the 
Hearst papers. His account of the affair, duly headlined 
throughout the United States on December 23, 1946, was 
that the Russians had issued an “ultimatum” to the Ameri- 
can vessel, the LC-3 1090, to get out of Dairen in twenty 
minutes — or else! The general effect of the press sensa- 
tion and the tone of accompanying editorials, was of pre- 
tended mystification at Russian presence in Dairen and fury 
at Russian threats to Americans. 

On the first count, a dispatch to the Times from Ben- 
jamin Welles in Peiping, under dateline of December 18, 
1946,—before the visit—gives some ground for suspicion 
that Newton was sent to Dairen to cook up a scandal. 
Welles’ message shows that “the controlled part of the 
Chinese press” was engaged in a concerted campaign to 
create just such an atmosphere as the “Dairen Incident” 
did whip up in the United States. And it must be remem- 
bered that the “Nationalists” controlling their press are 
under hour-to-hour influence of American advisors, with 
our bellicose Navy “diplomats” furnishing most of the 
advice. 

In the Chinese press campaign, said Welles, “a basic 
fact in the situation is ignored. Under the terms of the 
Sino-Soviet agreement of August 14, 1945, the Soviet Union 
received from the Chinese government the right to assume 
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full military protection of the Port Arthur military base 
area. This area, as defined by the signatories, includes 
not only the city of Dairen but also the whole tip of the 
Liaotung Peninsula south of a line drawn east of Chinchow.” 

The State Department at first took much the line of 
the Welles dispatch in dealing with the press uproar over 
the “incident.”” On December 24 it declared the Russians 
were within their rights in the matter. After a week of 
headlines, “a spokesman” for the department announced 
that official reports showed that there had not been “in 
any sense an ultimatum.” On the contrary when the ves- 
sel’s 48-hour regular clearance expired, a “Soviet official 
on the dock, on his own responsibility and without referring 
the question to higher authority, granted a 2-hour exten- 
sion.” Twenty minutes before the end of the two hours, 
the official reminded the ship’s officers that he had acted 
on his own and if the vessel overstayed the two hours, he 
himself would be in line for whatever Soviet displeasure 
might be expressed. That was all there was to it. 

But the powerful interests that make American policy, 
were not content to let the matter drop. Their pressures 
on the Administration, on Congress and on the State De- 
partment are reflected in the press handling of the “Inci- 
dent,” especially that of the Times. I repeatedly cite the 
Times because it not only devotes more space to foreign 
affairs but because it speaks for the real policy-makers. 

It is interesting that the next newsbreak in the affair, 
the State Department’s repudiation of the repeatedly head- 
lined “ultimatum,” was not even published as a separate 
story in the December 27 Times. It was buried on page 
six in a Washington dispatch on another matter. Four 
lines of heads above the story referred to the other matter. 
One line, “Dairen Aid Acknowledged,” was the only clue 
to the buried story that the State Department denied there 
had been any “ultimatum.” An editorial in the same issue 
of the Times showed that the burial was not accidental; it 
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reflected disapproval by the Times and the all-powerful 
interests it represents, of State Department behavior. Said 
the editorial: 

“Instead of patting the Dairen Russians on the back 
with the declaration that they were well within their rights 
in telling us to go to blazes, it seems to us that the State 
Department could properly address a courteous inquiry to 
Moscow, based on this incident, asking how soon Russia 
proposes to carry out the pledge of August 14, 1945, to 
respect Chinese authority in Manchuria ‘as an integral 
part of China.’ ” 

The secret pressures behind the Times public rebuke 
to the Department were wholly effective. The Department 
—the United States Government, with all that may mean 
in the way of effect on your life and mine— was forced to 
reverse its position. That same day, December 27, Under 
Secretary of State Dean Acheson announced that the De- 
partment had not, after all, reached any conclusion about 
the Dairen Incident. It was awaiting what a headline 
called “new Dairen data.” The continuing pressure found 
open expression in another Times editorial on January 1, 
1947. Replying to a Pravda article about the fake ultima- 
tum the Times said: 

“Dismiss the twenty-minute ultimatum. It wasn’t the 
important point. The important point, thoroughly con- 
firmed by Pravda, is that a Russian military commander 
at Dairen asserts the right to say what Americans may 
land and how long an American ship may stay in a friendly 
port of China. A dispatch yesterday from Nanking says 
that the Chinese government does not recognize Russia’s 
right to continue occupying Dairen and is eager to take 
over the administration of that port ... We think that our 
own State Department, instead of apologizing for the action 
of the Dairen Russians, would be better advised to help 
China achieve this proper and reasonable object.” 

On January 6, 1947, the State Department surrendered. 
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It announced that it had sent an official note to the Soviet 
and Chinese governments, and, while the note did not men- 
tion the “ultimatum” incident, it was cited to reporters as 
the first official statement of American policy since the 
incident. In other words, the earlier Department state- 
ments, including its rejection of the “ultimatum” story, 
were repudiated. The note said this government saw no 
reason “why there should be further delay in re-opening 
the port of Dairen, under Chinese administration.” The 
note recognized that it was primarily a matter between 
China and Russia, but said unidentified “American interests” 
were affected. It hoped that “normal conditions’ per- 
mitting ‘American citizens to visit and reside at Dairen 
in pursuit of their legitimate activities,” might be estab- 
lished quickly. 

The Times hailed this note—with an undertone of 
personal triumph —as “a significant return to the tra- 
ditional American policy of the Open Door in China.” The 
notes “intervene in the matter” not just to permit Ameri- 
can interests to return to Dairen “but also elsewhere in 
Manchuria,” exulted the editorial. But the meaning of 
“American interests” and of a century of Far East ambi- 
tions culminating in the “Open Door,” is to be found no- 
where in the columns about the Dairen Incident. The press 
and State Department alike forgot, throughout the affair, 
to mention the nature and extent of American expansion 
and ambitions concealed by the very hullaballoo about 
Dairen. 

The vessel that called at Dairen on the famed visit, 
came from Tsingtao. Yet throughout the flurry not one 
of the publicists, business men and officials crying for 
Russian evacuation of Dairen, thought it necessary to ask 
what we are doing at Tsingtao. Two dispatches by Ben- 
jamin Welles six months later, nevertheless, show the in- 
escapable connection between American positions at 
Tsingtao and the manufactured “incident” at Dairen. Need- 
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less to say, there have never been any page one headlines 
about Tsingtao; the Times one-column inside-page heads on 
the two Welles dispatches overflowed with honey: “Navy 
at Tsingtao a U. 8.-China Bond,” and “Tsingtao Friendly 
to U. S. 7th Fleet.” Yet the content of the dispatches 
hardly justified the tone of the heads. The dispatches 
revealed, in effect, that our presence at Tsingtao was part 
of a plan involving the aid of the ruling clique of China, to 
make American power the dominant force in the Far East. 

“Tsingtao is a paradox in United States-Chinese rela- 
tions. Here, in China’s finest anchorage Admiral Charles 
M. Cooke’s powerful United States Seventh Fleet guards 
the western extension of American Pacific power. Here 
in sovereignty-conscious China, ‘extra-territoriality’ for 
Americans still exists in form if not in substance... 

“This working cooperation in Tsingtao is not pure 
chance ... China’s leaders, shrewd realists, have long seen 
that Japan’s defeat left a power vacuum in the Western 
Pacific. They have been anxious and, more important, the 
United States government has been determined that this 
vacuum shall be filled by American naval strength in prefer- 
ence to that of any other Pacific power.” 

All the fuss about Dairen then, adds up to the fact that 
the United States is determined to dominate the Far East. 
The technique of consolidating our naval rule involves the 
building up of Chinese naval forces in categories and craft 
completely dependent upon relations with the American 
Navy of which they are a mere auxiliary. Thus, as the dis- 
patches say, 271 “surplus amphibious craft and landing 
craft have been turned over to the Chinese and the U. S. 
Navy is training Chinese crews. 

“In view of the disturbed international relations in the 
Pacific, few Americans here expect the United States naval 
forces will depart from Tsingtao on completion of the naval 
training program in 1951.” 

Can any honest journalist conceal his blushes for the 
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Dairen furore and the smug State Department note of Janu- 
ary 6, as he reads this? We haven’t even contracted to get 
out before 1951 and don’t intend to get out then! For “it 
does not take long for a visitor to Tsingtao to appreciate 
that the transfer of 271 small craft and the training of 
Chinese sailors are not the basic reasons for America’s 
presence here. America’s strategic needs in the Pacific 
Ocean and her attempts to stabilize the Far Eastern situ- 
ation,” i.e, to entrench American power, are the real 
reasons. 

One might wonder how Russian war vessels would be 
received in Tsingtao if any were disposed to emulate the 
provocations of American “sailor diplomats.” Our press 
does not tell us. Welles, noting that senior naval officers say 
Tsingtao is not a true “American naval base” because it 
would have to be evacuated for fear of air attack in the 
event of war, adds this significant comment: “But it is an 
inescapable fact that Tsingtao is only 190 miles south of 
Port Arthur, Russia’s southern-most Pacific base. ... The 
mere presence of American fleet units at Tsingtao can be 
said to satisfy our strategic needs in the Western Pacific 
but at the same time it complicates our political relation- 
ships with Russia in the Far East.” 

One may talk, as Welles does, in Truman Doctrine 
terms: “that America is determined to bar armed expan- 
sion into the western Pacific from the north,” but the facts 
of his dispatches and of the Dairen incident itself show 
that the expansion is all ours. The Dairen furore, insofar 
as it was not a mere blind for Tsingtao and Tsingtao’s wider 
implications, was not an attempt to halt a Soviet expansion 
effort. It was, even on its face, a demand for a Soviet re- 
treat; it called upon the Russians to abandon a treaty-right 
flowing from pre-Soviet history, formally conceded by the 
United States and Great Britain in 1945 and thereupon 
confirmed by a Soviet-Chinese treaty. 

A last word. The January 6, 1947 note and the press 
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headlines about the Dairen Incident, exploited public dislike 
of foreign domination over a Chinese port. From that point 
of view, Tsingtao is a lesson in hypocrisy. The American 
people, as little as they hear of Tsingtao, hear that little in 
terms of warm “Chinese cooperation.” The Chinese press, 
however, constantly reports incidents, despite the censor- 
ship, that reveal an inner fury of resentment at American 
presence on Chinese soil. The resentment sometimes over- 
flows into street demonstrations and is then reported here 
in distorted form. The real content of the matter is best 
revealed by an incident that was more worthy of headlines 
than the Dairen affair though it won just three tiny para- 
graphs in the Times on April 22, 1947. 

The incident occurred in Tangku, a port of embarkation 
reserved for American use, civilian and military. American 
military police “insulted and threatened a group of Chinese 
reporters who were visiting the port of Tangku Sunday,” 
the item revealed. “The Chinese reports said one Marine 
threatened to shoot anyone taking pictures and that he and 
another American forced the Chinese at gun-point to re- 
board their bus.” Thus, while the Dairen headlines made 
much of supposed Russian arrogance toward Americans in 
a Chinese port, it is the Chinese themselves who are told 
where they may and where they may not go in American- 
occupied China! 





CHINA, KOREA, JAPAN 





This business of making ourselves at home in China — 
and making the Chinese subordinates in their own home — 
will not surprise those who have examined our present 
position in the Far East against the background of long 
imperialist intrigue. They will be prepared to find the 
United States now seeking to exercise that sole control 
which was the implicit purpose of a dozen strategies em- 
ployed in the last fifty or even a hundred years. But they 
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will be impressed by the increasingly military character of 
American expansionism in that part of the world. 

The ruling caste of China, seeking backing against its 
own discontented population, has accepted economic, finan- 
cial, and military tutelage, which is bound to add up to 
political control. It has not sought or obtained this tutelage 
from a combination of the powers, but from the United 
States alone. American military advisers, American arms, 
American instructors, American-directed expenditure of 
American loans —the realist will expect to find American 
participation in China’s internal affairs. 

Of course he will find it. A United States Military Ad- 
visory Group (Magic) has been growing steadily since it 
was set up in anticipation of Congressional authorization 
— which failed to arrive! It is said to number 3,000 officers 
and men. It recently agreed to undertake training, in For- 
mosa, of ten combat divisions for use in Manchuria and 
North China. The Navy branch of Magic, aside from 
“training Chinese seamen” at Tsingtao, “assists” in opera- 
tion of the Chinese Naval Academy at Shanghai. The air 
branch of the outfit has advisers at eleven schools according 
to dispatches in November 1947. All branches in fact have 
functions closely related to direct participation in combat. 

The most competent observers not only fully document 
an account of American intervention in Chinese affairs, but 
describe that intervention as disastrous. Disastrous, that is, 
not merely to the peace of the world, not alone to the 
Chinese people in the path of the civil war encouraged by 
our intervention, but to the very forces we have attempted 
to strengthen by our aid. After a few boasts about quickly 
mopping up the Chinese Communists, the regime of dictator 
Chiang Kai-shek has admittedly gone into its worst crisis 
and the so-called Nationalist-ruled portion of China 
threatens to fall into anarchy. 

It is not necessary to read the future. The present reality 
is enough: the United States is strategically in command 
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of the whole of China proper, to whatever extent the com- 
pletely dependent “Nationalist” government is in command 
of it. The shakiness of the Nanking regime should not cause 
us to ignore that the United States is, nevertheless, suf- 
ficiently in control of China proper to move in troops and set 
up air and naval bases at will. Whatever tomorrow may 
bring, that is the fact today. 

This strategic colonization of China must be seen in the 
context of American military-strategic expansion through- 
out the Far East. Korea and Japan fill out the picture. If 
Tsingtao is only 190 miles from the Soviet outpost at Port 
Arthur, Korea’s northern border touches Soviet soil within 
a few miles of Vladivostok, chief Soviet Pacific port. And 
neither our present behavior nor past history suggests that 
we have any intention of getting out of Korea. 

The United States pried Korea open to Western trade 
in the early 1880’s but it soon became the object of Japanese 
and Russian rivalry. It was one of the principal prizes 
sought by Japan when she made causeless war on China, 
nominal] ruler of Korea, in 1894. Though China was power- 
less to deny Japan’s demand at the 1895 peace settlement 
that she grant “independence” to Korea to cover Japanese 
seizure, Russia was not powerless. She organized a bloc 
of European empire-states in the Far East and forced 
Japan to get out. She herself moved in. At this point Japan, 
in no position to fight Russia, proposed a friendly division 
of the loot. She suggested the partition of Korea at the 38th 
parallel, the northern half to go to Russia, the southern half 
to herself. Russia refused, and less than ten years later 
Japan was able, with Anglo-American instigation and aid, 
to fight and defeat Russia and to take Korea. American 
capital shared in the exploitation of Korea though on in- 
creasingly inferior terms. With Japan now eliminated as 
an independent agent, the policies pursued by American 
occupation forces in southern Korea, seem to mark an intent 
to claim at least the former Japanese sphere permanently 
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for the United States. The setting up of a Korean “govern- 
ment” by an American-controlled United Nations commis- 
sion in the summer of 1948, was quickly followed by the 
announcement that the United States — not the United Na- 
tions — would train and arm Korean “security” forces under 
the new “independent” government. 

As a matter of fact, dispatches in 1947 following United 
States rejection of a Soviet proposal for immediate with- 
drawal of all troops from Korea, reported even anti- 
Communist Koreans as increasingly cynical about the 
American role. 

Another dispatch from Seoul during the same period, 
by Hearst correspondent Ray Richards, was more direct. 
It said “strategy officers in the American Army of Occu- 
pation in Korea” had demanded “a mighty base on the 
Korean island of Quelpart, known to the Japanese as Saishu 
and to the Koreans as Cheju.” That proposal, it said, “is 
now embraced in the discussions of the Army and Navy 
Joint Planners at Washington.” 

Richards also quoted Kim Koo, Korean rightist leader, 
as promising that if he and his followers were installed in 
power in Korea, “one of our first moves would be to offer 
the United States military sites on Quelpart.” 

A controlled “Korean” government would be just one 
possible cover for continued American strategie control of 
the country. It might be done by facilitating Chinese con- 
trol, that is control by dependent Chinese feudal forces. 
But such is the situation in China that all signs point to 
quite another solution: attempted ultimate restoration of 
Japanese domination, this time at the service of American 
private capital and United States strategic interests. 

Such an American-controlled Japanese domination, not 
of Korea alone but of all China, is seriously feared in the 
latter country. On July 10, 1947, Dr. Fei Hsiao-tung, 
described by Times correspondent Tillman Durdin as an 
“eminent Chinese political analyst,” and strongly pro-Ameri- 
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can, said the United States regarded “Nationalist” China 
as a weak and unreliable base for its strategy in the Far 
East. “The United States has already decided to shift 
her attention to Japan,” with a view toward war with Rus- 
sia, he declared. Ta Kung Pao, newspaper of the “political 
science clique” of the Kuomintang, makes the same com- 
plaint. Moreover, a poll conducted by the paper in May 
1947, shows what the Chinese really consider to be the 
meaning of American policy in the Far East. In the poll: 

1. <A majority of the voters indicated their belief that 
Japan would again be the strongest power in the Far East 
in five years. 

2. Six-sevenths of the persons polled believed Japan 
would eventually invade China again! 

Throughout 1948, American policy brought public dem- 
onstrations of resentment in China. They grew in scope even 
after the American Ambassador, under the pretext of pro- 
testing to the Chinese Government against “anti-American” 
actions, had virtually demanded and procured police violence 
against the demonstrators. 

It must be admitted that United States control of Japan 
is of a nature to encourage panic. We rule Japan abso- 
lutely, solely, and without recourse. American rule of 
Japan is declared to be only for the most selfless ends. 
Moral declarations are excellent—in church—pbut any 
group that has the responsibility of governing a nation can 
scarcely afford the luxury of taking such declarations at 
face value. Statesmen of all nations, whatever they may 
say in public, will state in their confidential reports that 
Japan must be regarded today as part of the military- 
strategic empire at the disposition of the United States. 
The country is patently intended to. remain under permanent 
American control no matter what changes in the form of 
administration may take place. 











CHAPTER 12 
DOMINATION WITHOUT ANNEXATION 


“American imperialism? Frankly, I think it’s simply 
silly. I hope we shall wind up with a few new bases for our 
national defense. But everybody with a grain of sense, 
ought to know that we plan no conquests anywhere; that 
we ask only ‘justice’ and the ‘open door’ and ‘democratic 
good will’ and peace around the world.” 

The speaker was Senator Vandenberg. He had just re- 
turned from a Big Four conference —in 1946 when the Big 
Four were still conferring. American expansion? Nonsense! 
Without naming Henry Wallace, who had questioned the 
all-righteousness of American policy at about that time, 
Vandenberg hit out at him in these words: 

“T confess I get weary of these libels —- especially when 
uttered against us by our own domestic agitators.” 

How do they do it? How do our policy-makers dare to 
ignore the expansion described in detail in preceding chap- 
ters? How do they hope to persuade the people in the face 
of the record? 

“The question as to why Americans believe these false- 
hoods is easily answered,” Professor Frederick L. Schuman 
wrote in a review of former Secretary of State Byrnes’ | 
book, Frankly Speaking. “They have been assured of their 
truth by most of their newspapers and periodicals, by al- 
most all commentators still broadcasting, by many of their 
clergymen, and by virtually all of their public leaders, in- 
cluding Mr. Byrnes.” 

But Byrnes and Vandenberg wouldn’t dare if it weren’t 
for the press. They know, however, that the press daily © 
“proves” the official view of an expanding Russia and a 
contracting Anglo-America, by gathering and displaying — 
news to fit the picture. It is not a matter of simple sup- . 
pression; it is a subtle thing. The vast resources of the 
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multi-billion-dollar news industry are employed to maintain 
a constant flow of stories purporting to show tireless Soviet 
activity abroad. Correspondents in Seoul, Vienna or the 
Antarctic know that any item about Russia is welcome. By 
a turn, a twist, an interpretation, a headline, these activ- 
ities or imagined activities, become “evidence” of what is 
now called “the new Russian imperialism.” 

If the same resources were employed to describe the 
most important trend in world affairs today, stories of 
American pressures would pour in from fifty capitals each 
day, fighting one another for the headlines. They would tell, 
without previous doctoring, today’s true history of human 
butchery by vicious regimes all over the world, under the 
direct pressure of American imperialism. But that’s exactly 
what they don’t do. 

Let me cite a case. Gendarmes of the present American- 
sustained Greek government, having decapitated prisoners 
in their care, went on parade carrying their victims’ heads 
on pikes, Had this happened in, say, Poland, it is not difficult 
to imagine the headlines here. But there were no headlines 
and as far as I know no stories until the London Daily 
Mirror published pictures of the grisly affair. That forced 
the British Foreign Office to make the diffident gesture of 
calling the Greek government’s “attention” to the “reports.” 
The British action finally got the story into print here. I 
found it in the New York Herald-Tribune as a 12-line item, 
between the radio column and the theater ads, under 
the “objective” one-column head, “To Question Greek 
‘Atrocities.’ ” 

That kind of “balance” and “objectivity” in our press 
gives our statesmen the assurance to dismiss, without reply, 
any charge of American imperialism or expansionism. But 
let’s get back to the speech of the Senator from Michigan, 
with which we began this chapter. 

Senator Vandenberg compared “Russian expansion” of 
“more than 250,000 square miles,” to “our kind of ‘imperial- 
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ism’ that has just established the free and independent 
commonwealth of the Philippines —just as it established 
the free and independent Republic of Cuba in the aftermath 
of an earlier war.” 

The fraud of Philippine “liberation” cannot be passed 
unchallenged. For independence is not to be measured solely 
by formal sovereignty. And by the same token, annexation 
or dis-annexation alone does not determine the colonial 
enslavement of a country or its liberation. The Philippine 
Islands were seized by the United States as a base for con- 
quest of empire in Asia and long employed to that end. 
The United States has just begun to consolidate such an 
empire. Does anyone suppose, amid the shower of self- 
congratulations at our magnanimity, that we are actually 
going to put the islands on their feet, economically and mili- 
tarily, and say, ‘Now, go it alone?” Only the excessively 
naive or the excessively cynical would dare answer, “Yes.” 

High Commissioner Paul McNutt has already answered, 
“No.” In an article in Collier’s of July 6, 1946, he said rather 
plainly that the Philippines would have to play the role 
assigned to them in American strategic plans for the 
Manila-Tokyo-Shanghai “triangle.” And these are plans for | 
expansion, not plans for defense. 

“We are already committed to the snaitieten ee of naval 
and air bases in the islands,” McNutt said. “These are not 
designed merely for the protection of the Philippines, nor 
even for the defense of the United States. These bases are 
expected to be secondary, supporting installations for supply, 
repair, and staging activities for all our armed forces in 
the Far East. ... Committed as we are to long-time occu- 
pation of Japan, to a strong policy in Asia, the Philippines 
are destined to play a major role in our diplomacy in the 
Orient.” 

Philippine elections were conducted in the presence of 
American troops and returned a president, Manuel Roxas, 
who is completely dependent upon American support for his 
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rule and possibly even his life. How dependent was indi- 
cated during subsequent base negotiations when, as a dis- 
patch from Manila in February, 1947, put it, “the Amer- 
icans startled the Filipinos by offering to withdraw all their 
forces.” This offer by McNutt was recognized as a threat 
and “was rejected quickly by President Roxas and his chief 
negotiator, Foreign Secretary Elpidio Quirino. The inter- 
change was credited with strengthening the American bar- 
gaining position.” 

Even so, popular hostility to American or any other 
foreign occupation, compelled McNutt to pare down United 
States demands. The final agreement, signed in March, 
provided only 23 of the 73 bases originally demanded and 
specifically prohibited bases in Manila or its environs, or 
active bases in other population centers. These concessions 
were facilitated by the fact that, as the Times editorialized, 
“the Philippines no longer have a very important place in 
the defensive alignment we are building in the Pacific.” 
Or, to be more candid than the Times, because American 
military leaders have made Japan the chief United States 
military base in the Far East! But whether primary or not 
in American strategic plans, the Filipinos pay the price of 
American expansion. This Associated Press dispatch dated 
January 11, 1948, needs no comment: 

“The Philippines government has purchased 2,000 homes 
and is evicting more than 10,000 persons from scattered 
areas around the Clark Field air base, seventy miles north 
of Manila, to fulfill its obligations under the bases treaty 
with the United States. The area ... will be under United 
States control for ninefy-nine years.” 

Roxas repaid his election debt by procuring amendment 
of the Philippine constitution to give American capital 
extraordinary rights in the new “independent” Republic. A 
letter to the Times printed on December 22, 1946, excel- 
lently describes this process of putting golden chains on 
Philippine freedom. “The vast majority of the American 
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people know absolutely nothing of a matter which seriously 
threatens American prestige and moral standing in the — 
Philippines. I refer to the so-called ‘parity provision’ of the 
Bell Trade Act, which governs Philippine-American com- 
mercial relations.” The writer then quoted this provision, 
as now embedded in the Philippine Constitution: ‘The dis- 
position, exploitation, development and utilization of all 
agricultural, timber and mineral lands of the public domain, 
waters, minerals, coal, petroleum and other natural re- 
sources of the Philippines, and the operation of public 
utilities, shall, if open to any person, be open to citizens of 
the United States and to all forms of business enterprise 
owned or controlled, directly or indirectly, by United States 
citizens.” 

Roxas’ attempts to convince Filipinos that nothing had 
been given away by this provision, produced some tortured 
logic. “We do not propose to grant equal rights to American 
citizens in any sense of the word,” he said. ‘What we pro- 
pose to grant is special rights, the right of equal treatment 
with regard to development of natural resources and owner- 
ship of public utilities. That is a far cry from parity.” What 
that means perhaps Mr. Roxas knows. 

Parity or no, the provision means that the Philippine 
Republic is helpless against harmful encroachments by 
powerful American private capitalist interests. All small 
or industrially undeveloped countries know that they must 
protect their young industries; otherwise powerful com- 
petitors from the advanced countries will kill them. When 
Puerto Ricans attempted to set up a soap factory in the 
Island, the great mainland Colgate concern sold Palmolive 
soap at two to three cents a bar for a period long enough 
to bankrupt the Puerto Rican soap firm. Puerto Ricans 
also put a million dollars into a refinery on the Island, a 
logical industry since there is plenty of crude petroleum 
barely four hundred miles away at Aruba. The giant Brit- 
ish and American oil interests sold gasoline in Puerto Rico 
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at twelve and fourteen cents a gallon just long enough to 
ruin the native refiners. The undeveloped countries know 
all these tricks. At the International Trade Organization 
conference in Havana which ran from late 1947 into the 
new year, they firmly resisted attempts of the developed 
countries to force adoption of an international trade charter 
that would have barred defensive measures. The represen- 
tatives of the small countries said they must have freedom 
to pass laws protecting home industry from the monopoly 
giants of the advanced countries. The Philippines have 
freedom to protect themselves from British, French, Dutch 
or any other foreign capitalists except the Americans. The 
“parity” provision therefore not only permits American 
interests to exploit the Islands at will, but it protects the 
American bankers from British or other competitors. With 
no competition, they can impose their own terms, exactly 
as they do in the helpless colonies. 

Roxas was able to obtain ratification of these “special 
rights” or “equal rights” or American “parity” rights. By 
any other name, the Islands remain a semi-colony. In an- 
other respect, there is a repetition of history. To establish 
American rule in the Philippines at the turn of the century, 
we crushed a native revolutionary movement which sought 
the national independence and the personal liberties we 
affect to prize. We fought a counter-revolutionary war. 
Now, to re-establish our rule after the defeat of Japan, we 
have had to give arms to the very Filipinos who collaborated 
with the Japanese. These ex-collaborationists have given 
American capital the rights of a master, and they are 
butchering other Filipinos who did most of the fighting 
against the occupation but want something more than a 
change of masters. American troops have also taken part in 
the fighting, and it is still going on. The United States has, 
in effect, indicated that it will not tolerate Philippine re- 
sistance to American domination. 

All this was readily foreseeable-—and was foreseen. A 
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Briton, G. F. Hudson, described the direction of events in — 
1937. In The Far East in World Politics, he wrote: “The 
Philippines are to be given their ‘independence’ in ten years 
time, but it will be strange indeed if in ten years the Wash- 
ington State Department cannot find a formula for pre- | 
serving the substance of American power.” 

The State Department has indeed found such a formula - 
and it includes a purely nominal independence for the 
Philippines, despite the boast of Senator Vandenberg. It 
is dn independence conditioned on American bases, exclusive — 
economic privileges and other limitations that we unhesi- 
tatingly describe as “imperialism” when some other power 
than the United States is the beneficiary. 

The case is no better with Cuba. Senator Vandenberg 
ranked that country with the Philippines as an outstanding 
example of American altruism in foreign affairs. Yet in an 
earlier chapter, that very dangerous “domestic agitator,” 
banker Thomas W. Lamont conceded that Cuba is some- 
thing less than “independent” as a result of American con- 
trols. The Cuban trade unions, during 1947, ran advertise- — 
ments in American newspapers, highlighting the depend- 
ence of Cuba on decisions of the American government. © 
The ads appealed to the American people to lend their 
“authority and influence to support a larger sugar quota 
for Cuba in the American market.’’ The ads revealed how 
the men in Washington can move a decimal point and bring 
any Cuban government to crisis! 

“For Cuba, with her colonial economy which depends 
solely on her sugar and tobacco exports,” the ad ran, “a 
reduction of her quota of sugar for the American market 
will mean reducing her production, and, consequently, un-— 
employment, poverty and hunger among the workers and 
farmers ... When Cuban sugar revenue from the American 
market was curtailed as a result of the Smoot-Hawley 
Tariff Law ... wages dropped to as low as 20 cents a day.” _ 

This “colonial economy” is the result of American dom- 
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ination of Cuba imposed by force of arms following the war 
with Spain; it gives the United States a decisive weapon 
to use against any Cuban government that might show 
signs of resisting American demands. The Cuban Sugar 
Act of 1947 was phrased to permit the United States to 
police Cuban payment of private loans to that country, 
to the great distaste of Cuba. It is obvious, therefore, 
that Senator Vandenberg can speak with such assurance 
only by ignoring the content of Cuban “independence.” 
“Independent” Cuba was as tightly controlled by the United 
States from the time of the “liberation” as were the an- 
nexed Philippine Islands. The dis-annexed Philippine 
Islands are today as firmly a part of the American empire 
as they were prior to their independence. Senator Vanden- 
berg, however, is making his own narrow definition of im- 
perialism when he so easily rejects the charge against us. 
Nor is it Senator Vandenberg’s definition alone. There 
is no doubt that the chief argument on which the uniform 
denial of American imperialism rests, depends upon identi- 
fying “imperialism” with “annexationism.” The United 
States, it is argued, is not imperialist because it generally 
avoids annexation of territory. There have been excep- 
tions, such as Hawaii and the Philippines, but even in the 
latter case, “See, we have dropped our title,” they cry. “We 
have a colonial empire, true, but on the whole we are not 
adding to our formal possessions.” By’thus concentrating 
our attention on the open and formal seizure of territory, 
ignoring the wide variety of forms under which an ad- 
vanced nation may rule a “backward” one, we are able to 
convince ourselves of our own purity as compared to Rus- 
sia’s wickedness. The theme as formulated belqw by the 
Times (June 17, 1946), has been repeated almost word for 
word by Secretary Marshall and other high officials. 
“That Russia has pursued a policy of unilateral ag- 
grandizement in violation of the Atlantic Charter is no 
longer subject to debate ... She has already annexed more 
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than a quarter of a million square miles of territory, with 
some twenty-four million people, and has prompted her 
Polish satellite to annex the German territories put under 
its administration, with the city of Stettin thrown in as 
extra booty ... In contrast, neither the United States nor 
Great Britain can be charged with aggrandizement. They 
have annexed nothing.” 

This pretense that imperialism is a synonym for “an- 
nexation,” may or may not retain its hold on American 
public opinion for a long time to come. But it has very 
little effect, even now, on world opinion. The inhabitants 
of the scores of countries where we have “a few bases for 
our national defense” or veiled bases for some other pur- 
pose, are not to be taken in by self-righteous propaganda. 
In general, this theory of the identity of annexation and 
imperialism, can obtain only where there is ignorance of 
the facts of world-life. The peoples of Europe and Asia 
may be less literate than we; they may not receive the 
volume of news bulletins that we consume; but they gen- 
erally have some knowledge of the history of imperialism. 
That has never been a popular study with us, but they did 
not have to study —they learned from the scars on their 
own hide, as the Spaniards say. 

Their scars have taught them that absolute political 
dominance and unlimited economic exploitation are the 
fruits of imperialism, but that annexation is not its only 
form. There is no automatic danger signal to warn a na- 
tion at just what point foreign penetration threatens its 

_real independence. There is no exact line determining the 
end of true sovereignty and the beginning of veiled de- 
pendency,,nor is there always a great distinction between 
dependency and colony. 

A Senate report on Hawaii just before annexation, ex- 
plained: “Hawaii has been all the time under a virtual 
suzerainty of the United States, which is, by an apt and 
familiar definition, a paramount authority, not in any sense 
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an actual sovereignty, but a de facto supremacy over the 
country.” 

In his classic, Imperialism: A Study, J. A. Hobson points 
out what he calls “the sliding scale of diplomatic language,” 
using the terms “hinterland, sphere of interest, sphere 
of influence, paramountcy, suzerainty, protectorate, veiled 
or open, leading up to acts of seizure or annexation.” And 
hypocrisy is not necessarily abandoned when annexation 
takes place. The seizure may be hidden under the form 
of “lease or leasehold,” “rectification of frontier,” a “con- 
cession,” or, nowadays, a “trusteeship” replacing a World 
War I “mandate.” And even before any of this diplomatic 
doubletalk has set in, a country or island or whole region 
may have fallen, for all practical purposes, into the posi- 
tion of a colony of a great power. 

The need for some form of diplomatic title, and especially 
for annexation, only arises when the continued domination 
of some area by one Great Power is threatened by another. 
Hobson points out that Great Britain was “anti-imperialist” 
up to about 1870, that is, anti-annexationist, because she 
had a virtual monopoly of colonial imperial power. Only 
when other powers began to threaten her monopoly, did 
she feel the need of formally annexing the areas previously 
dominated and exploited by other forms. When rivals were 
about, she began to take territory if only to keep them from 
obtaining strategic positions from which to contest her 
domination of whole continents. That started the great 
territorial grab of 1870 to 1900 in which Africa and most 
of the remainder of Asia were parcelled out among the 
Great Powers. 

The United States, too, had been “anti-imperialist” 
(that is, against annexation as the right form for domina- 
tion and exploitation) up to that point. It is significant 
that such super capitalists as Andrew Carnegie were leaders 
of the “anti-imperialist”” movement; just so, it was Benja- 
min Disraeli in England and Bismarck in Germany who 
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first opposed “imperialism” (i. e., the wave of annexations) 
and then took the lead in the grab. When the United 
States saw the exploitable lands of the earth passing out 
of reach at the close of the nineteenth century, it also 
entered the race. Provoking war with Spain, we were able 
to seize that enfeebled power’s choicest imperial possessions. 

The average intelligent and informed American has 
been under no compulsion to understand these things. 
People elsewhere have; they were parts of the imperial 
process whether on the exploiting or the exploited end. 
But America’s sudden open assumption of a world role must 
force Americans, too, to give up empty moral formulas for 
the hardboiled facts of economic, financial, diplomatic and 
military history. 

In 1926 the Times, that great defender of the faith, 
could dismiss charges of imperialism against America on 
the ground that no one ever heard of an imperialist power 
without a great standing Army and Navy. Now we have 
the world’s most elaborate military establishment, so our 
apologists have found a new alibi. The current way of 
pooh-poohing criticism is to point out that we are not mak- 
ing but losing money on our new Pacific islands (or even 
on Korea, Germany and Japan.) Secretary of the Navy 
Forrestal, in September, 1946, made this point while de- 
fending naval rule over the captured Japanese islands as 
well as over Guam and American Samoa. Citing a speech 
by ex-President Herbert Hoover who urged that the United 
States hold on to all the islands of the Pacific, Forrestal 
agreed with Hoover’s contention “that such holding could 
not be held an extension of imperialism because we have 
no designs for exploitation.” 

Now this is interesting as an admission that not annexa- 
tion but domination for the purposes of exploitation, is 
the.test of imperialism. But it is naive in that it attempts 
to make the test on the basis of each island or region sep- 
arately. Modern imperialism tends toward world rule, and 
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any given territory may have great value as a strategic 
position even though it has no economic value in itself. 
Every colonial power has maintained costly and losing es- 
tablishments as a part of its general power-structure. From 
the islands of the Pacific, domination of the rich resources 
of Asia may be gained, so a loss on those islands is no loss 
at all. It is typical,of modern imperialism, moreover, that 
more territory is seized to keep it from rivals than is taken 
for its direct value, even for strategic purposes, to the power 
claiming ownership. Thus it will be recalled that the Navy’s 
projects for the Pacific, as outlined by Struve Hensel in 

- 1945, called for a limited number of bases but asked that 
the United States retain “hundreds” of islands to prevent 
their falling into other hands. 

To some extent we Americans recognize and acknowledge 
this more subtle form of imperialism than the narrow 
annexationist formula of our main argument. We recog- 
nize and acknowledge it — in others. Thus Secretary Mar- 
shall, in a speech on July 1, 1947, coupled a denial of Amer- 
ican “infiltration” with implicit accusations against Russia. 

“There could be no more fantastic misrepresentation, no 
more malicious distortion of the truth than the frequent 
propaganda assertions or implications that the United 
States has imperialist aims or that American aid has been 
offered in order to fasten upon the recipients some form of 
political and economic domination,” he said. 

“No political parties subservient to United States inter- 
ests have been left behind in European countries to attempt 
conquest of governments from within. No American agents 
have sought to dominate the police establishment of Euro- 
pean countries. No ‘joint American-European’ companies 
have been forced upon reluctant governments.” 

Even in a literal and narrow construction, Marshall’s 
words will not stand up against the facts. Political parties 
subservient to the United States government and perhaps 
to United States private interests have been established in 
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governmental power in France and Italy as well as Greece, 
to name only the best-known cases. If these are not “re- 
luctant governments,” they are at least dependent ones. 

Then, too, we “left behind” us, all over the world, Ameri- 
can troops and ships at long-term land, air and naval bases, 
which also serve as bases for the penetration of profit-seek- 
ing American business interests. Paul V. McNutt, our 
ex-ruler of the Philippines, boasted of that recently. As 
summarized by the Times (January 30, 1948), he said: 
“Defense bases in the Far East, negotiated under 100-year 
treaties, now make it possible for the United States, through 
business groups, to build up the economy of the Orient.” 
Bases and business — the imperialist twins. 

And in that sense, Marshall’s denials are at variance 
with the whole story of imperialism in our time and of 
American imperialism in particular. The typical twentieth 
century form of empire is economic penetration crystallized 
in financial control. It is a subtle and semi-invisible form 
of rule. In the nineteenth century, partition of continents, 
division of countries among rival powers by open or secret 
treaty (as Africa was divided and redivided between 1870 
and 1900), closed spheres (as in China), were the charac- 
teristic forms of imperialism. But the hidden exploitation 
of whole national and continental economies by one power 
—the United States—is the typical twentieth century 
form of imperialism. And since technology has made the 
world smaller, the American supremacy in telecommunica- 
tions, aviation, shipping — three national-interest-serving 
“private industries” which are worldwide by nature — gives 
American ambition a fillip. It reinforces the drive to extend 
this hidden exploitation until it has made the whole world 
one colony of American Big Business. 

The drive for empire, however, centers on the struggle 
for world power. The invisible threads of dollar diplomacy 
meet at highly visible American bases. Dollar diplomacy, 
indeed, yields to atomic diplomacy. American private in- 
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terests are secured in power by direct establishment of 
United States air, naval, land, weather and communications 
positions. These in turn top a structure built by indirect 
control of the military resources of two-thirds of the world 
through military missions, arms standardization, unequal 
alliances and maintenance of unpopular regimes which must 
be loyal to the United States because they depend upon 
American aid for survival.* 
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* President Truman’s inaugural address .contains the whole se- 
quence. He makes the familiar disavowals: we want no territory or 
“privileges.” Even when urging that we “foster capital investment” 
in backward areas by giving “guarantees to investors,” he assures us 
it’s an unselfish scheme: “The old imperialism—exploitation for 
foreign profit—has no place in our plans.” But Washington comment 
on these passages (James Reston, Times, January 21, 1949) notes 
that the United States is increasingly interested in colonial strategic 
materials—copper in Northern Rhodesia, for instance—which are 
certainly produced under the most inhuman conditions of imperialist 
exploitation. The success of the whole anti-Communist “defense” plan 
advanced in the inaugural address, moreover, requires the continued 
subordination of the colonial continents to the advanced industrial 
powers. As Cyrus Sulzberger wrote from Geneva (Times, January 11, 
1949): “If France, the Netherlands and Belgium were suddenly re- 
stricted to their continental territory (or Britain to the United King- 
dom and the Dominions), the Marshall Plan would swiftly end in 
failure.” To increase the exploitation of the colonies and to keep 
them in subjection, requires police power and bases. Hence Reston 
notes, in the dispatch above: “It is known that... the Ango-American 
combined Chiefs of Staff have shown considerable interest in the 
development of routes from East to West across Central Africa; that 
a supply base exists at MacKinnon, and that for economic, strategic 
and political reasons the British have been showing great interest in 
the development of East Africa.” \ 











CHAPTER 13 
AMERICAN INFILTRATION 


The Greek Government, midwife of the Truman Doc- 
trine, is just such a government as our bankers and generals 
require for the purpose of legalizing the penetration of 
American interests. A minority regime which could not 
survive against popular resistance without the aid of 
American arms and money, it is absolutely subservient to 
the United States and, in fact, more and more yields its 
functions to the United States mission to Greece. A 
United Press dispatch from Athens, obviously based on 
information from the American officials in charge of United 
States aid, reported on June 16, 1947, that Americans had 
been assigned to all “Greek ministries to see where ‘every 
dollar’ of the $300,000,000 American grant goes... . Amer- 
ican sources said the terms were ‘tough’ and paid only lip 
service to Greek sovereignty. Observers believed any 
powers given to Greece over control of expenditures from 
the funds would be little more than face-saving measures.” 

To what humiliating dependence the Greek government 
was reduced, was revealed in a dispute over the rights of 
American newspapermen. Foreign Minister Constantine 
Tsaldaris objected that the wording of a press clause in 
the agreement being negotiated with the United States, 
would “have my ministries full of American reporters go- 
ing through the files.” But, says the dispatch, “Mr. [Lin- 
coln] MacVeagh [American Ambassador] flatly rejected 
any restrictions.” He told Tsaldaris he “could complain 
about specific cases through the proper channels.” Tsaldaris 
was forced to swallow this. 

Thousands of specific incidents and hundreds of com- 
plaints in the Greek press were cited during United Nations 
debate on the Greek question from September to November, 
1947, to back the Slav contention that the United States 








American Infiltration 145 


ruled Greece as a metropolitan country rules a colony. Or 
that we “put our feet on the table” as if we were “in our 
own house,” to word it as Slav spokesmen often did. 
American representatives flatly declined to reply to these 
charges. Sure of a majority vote, they and their supporters 
argued that “the tattered clippings” only proved there was 
“freedom of the press,” hence “democracy,” in Greece. But 
as Dr. Ales Bebler, Yugoslav delegate retorted, the com- 
plaints cited were not from the opposition press; for the 
most part they came from the government parties and even 
from the newspaper of Tsaldaris, the “strong man” of the 
government. One such complaint was that Cabinet Ministers 
had to run to the American Embassy “a dozen times a day” 
during a Cabinet crisis because nothing could be decided 
without approval of the Americans. 

Dispatches from Athens thereafter revealed that this 
kind of errand-boy government persisted. A UP wire on 
January 9, 1948 reported that Premier Sophoulis was 
“scheduled to reply to a memorandum by Dwight P. Gris- 
wold, chief of the United States mission,” and would resign 
—together with Tsaldaris — if Griswold would not permit 
certain action in the money market. The crisis was averted, 
however, because the memorandum, as it turned out, ap- 
proved the proposed action “in principle.” It merely “insisted 
that in each case the United States mission must be 
consulted.” 

If this is not domination, what is it? From Paris to 
Shanghai it is seen for what it is; in fact, such absorption 
of Greece by the United States was predicted the moment 
the Truman Doctrine was proclaimed on March 12, 1947. 
Only in the United States do we persist in an attitude of 
innocence. “Poor Greece!” cried the Ta Kung Pao, leading 
newspaper of China, as Truman spoke. And from Paris 
four days after Mr. Truman’s speech, rabidly anti-Com- 
munist Times man Harold Callender sent this dispatch: 

“To a striking extent professional diplomatic quarters, 
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and other non-Communist or anti-Communist quarters, 
echoed in an only slightly attenuated form the Moscow 
charge of a new and expanding American imperialism. One 
of the first comments made by one of the leading diplomatic 
minds of Europe as he finished reading President Truman’s 
message was that the President was pretty rough on Greece 
and Turkey. 

“He was referring to President Truman’s request to 
Congress to authorize the sending of American civilian and 
military missions to those countries ‘to supervise the use 
of such financial and material assistance as may be fur- 
nished.’ : 

“Among these seasoned if perhaps cynical experts in 
foreign relations there is apprehension that United States 
protection for Greece and Turkey in the form proposed by 
President Truman may lead easily .. . to something not far 
from United States protectorates over those countries.” 

These “seasoned” experts, of course, as the same corre- 
spondent elsewhere noted, cannot be persuaded that we are 
not directly interfering with democratic processes in France 
and Italy when we offer loans to regimes in those countries 
on condition that they exclude the Communist and Left 
Socialist parties, the parties with the largest popular fol- 
lowing. 

The least literate South American, Asiatic or European 
sees that the United States is infiltrating scores of countries 
in one form or another. Informed people outside the United 
States note that our overwhelming financial position is to- 
day employed in loans not only “supervised” by Americans 
but followed by military missions. The American inter- 
vention is so unpopular in Turkey that newspapers barely 
mention the proposed “aid” and “when they do they always 
carefully avoid mentioning any kind of American super- 
vision in Turkey,” a dispatch from Turkey said. From 
South America comes word that “Washington’s hemisphere 
defense plan is looked upon with widespread suspicion.” 





| 
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Correspondent Frank Kluckhohn says “leaders of several 
countries have told this correspondent recently that in its 
present form it would be hard to swallow and almost cer- 
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’ tainly would not be digested in some key countries. There 


are a number of reasons for this. A basic one is the latent 
fear of United States ‘imperialism.’ ” 

Even the singularly corrupt feudal lords who rule in 
Latin America with the aid of American arms — “in the 
past several years at least four military revolutions have 
been fought with United States lend-lease arms” — and 
suck fantastic fortunes from their literally enslaved 
peoples, dread Yanqui imperialismo. Why not? “If all the 
Latin-American nations become exclusively dependent upon 
the United States for arms, the United States could decide 
whom to make strong and whom weak.” The feudal gen- 
erals of Brazil fear those of Argentina and vice versa. 

Thus, though our press and radio work overtime to 
convince us of the “Russian menace,” we ourselves are the 
menace feared by people in every quarter of the globe. On 
July 5, 1947, Miss Ruth I. Seabury, educational secretary 
of the American Board of Foreign Missions, said exactly 
that in an address before the New York Institute of Inter- 
national Relations at Colgate University. 

“It may be hard to believe, but the United States, not 
Russia, is the number one fear of much of the world today,” 
she declared. 

The evidence comes from too many and too varied 
sources to be dismissed as ‘Communist propaganda.” “A 
decent respect for the opinions of mankind” would in itself 
warrant our altering our course, but in truth there is some- 
thing more than opinions to be heeded. There are facts. The 
facts show American infiltration everywhere. And precisely 
in the region of the Eastern Mediterranean, where the un- 
supported charge of threatened Russian expansion was used 
to justify the launching of the Truman Doctrine, the facts 
add up to unassailable proof. 
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The facts on one form of American infiltration — oil 
infiltration — provide as good an illustration of the general 
process as could be desired. The facts happen to be avail- 
able for two main reasons. First, there is a leakage result- 
ing from a many-sided tussle going on at this very moment 
as American influence igs consolidated over the whole Near 
and Middle East. Second, the oil of Arabia, the central prize 
of this tussle, has provoked two law suits. Out of the law- 
suits have come some interesting details which would nor- 
mally have remained concealed for a quarter of a century. 

The target of both suits is the American oil companies, 
which hold oil concessions controlling the entire reserves 
of Saudi Arabia, concessions captured under cover of the 
war. French interests backed by the French government, 
demanded a cut of this new booty in one suit. In the other, 
a retired American oil executive, J. A. Moffett, allegedly 
short-changed for his services to the American companies 
in the Arabian deal, seemed to want either to be paid off 
or to get revenge, so he talked pretty freely before the 
Senate War Investigating Committee and in court. Finally, 
the companies have released a good deal of information by 
way of beating both these opponents to the punch, that is, 
to take the sting out of any secrets they might reveal. 

From all these sources, there emerges an unlovely pic- 
ture of oil imperialism, with private interests and the 
United States government in the thick of it. These are the 
highlights: World War I eliminated German and Turkish 
interests from the Mediterranean-Near Eastern scene. An 
international grouping reflecting the War I alliance — Brit- 
ain, the United States, the Netherlands and France — took 
over the oil of the region, with the British easily dominant. 
In the 1920’s, the group greatly extended its operations by 
an “agreement” with the Iraq government. The easily- 
controlled Iraq government would have granted the con- 
cessions at an earlier date, if that were all there were to it; 
but the real importance of the agreement was that it 
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marked acceptance by the various powers of percentages 
in accordance with their effective strength in the area. The 
terms of the agreement among themselves, however, in- 
cluded a provision that any additional oil rights acquired 
by one partner anywhere in the former Turkish Empire, 
should be for the account of all the partners. 

There the matter stood until War II. Each partner, as is 
the way of imperialism, finagled for advantages contrary 
to the spirit of the truce, during the between-wars years. 
Standard Oil of California and the Texas Company acquired 
some concessions in Saudi Arabia. But they would never 
have been able to work the concessions if the relative 
strengths of Great Britain and the United States had re- 
mained unchanged. The outbreak of the war automatically 
revealed that those relations had really changed long ago. 
Britain was at once too involved in merely preserving her 
national independence from Germany to be able to protect 
her imperialist acquisitions of an earlier day. The United 
States moved in on Saudi Arabia and marked the whole 
Arabian peninsula for her own. American concessions cover- 
ing a territory greater than the area of Texas plus Cali- 
fornia, were obtained. 

That is the meaning of the more careful language of 
J. H. Carmical, Times business writer, telling the story from 
oil company sources: “When it was called to the attention 
of Washington in 1940 that the American companies might 
have difficulty in holding the Arabian concession, President 
Roosevelt gave the matter personal consideration. In sup- 
plying the Saudi Arabian government indirectly through 
the British with lend-lease funds, the President cautioned 
the Saudi Arabian Government about becoming involved 
in international politics and told the oil companies to let 
him know if at any time they encountered difficulties in 
holding the concession.” 

It was not just the financial resources of the United 
States that compelled Saudi Arabia to accept American 
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dictation and compelled Britain to give up her predomin- 
ance. It was the military power of the United States, made — 
effective in the region by the wartime “ten front” policy — 
of the United States and preserved today by, among other 
things, a base at Dhahran on the Persian Gulf. Though the 
British resent United States assumption of a “God-given 
right to go on consuming two-thirds of the world’s oil 
stocks,” and the French are suing for a share in the Arabian 
contracts, both countries know they will have to take what 
they can get. For the relations of force have changed. 

“For years it has been recognized,” writes Carmical, 
“that once British soldiers left the area it would be difficult 
for the present owners of the concessions to hold them. In 
fact, when the Iraq concession was obtained around 1925 
by the international group, the head of one of the partici- 
pating companies said that it could be held only so long as 
British soldiers remained.’”’ Now American “troops,” in the 
more modern form of naval display, airmen, special ad- 
visors, and loans-with-strings to both Britain and Ibn Saud, 
hold the concessions. The British are allowed to remain and 
train a small] army for Ibn Saud, for the benefit of the com- 
mon account. Since the French are also well aware that the 
concessions rest on military force, “it is considered likely 
that the differences with the French will be dissolved with- 
out much difficulty and that the plans for the development 
and distribution of Middle East oil will go through as pres- 
ently outlined. ... The present plans, tacitly, at least, have 
the approval of Washington.” 

It is much more than tacit. The military-strategic in- 
terest claimed by the United States in the region is in- 
separable from the profit-interest of the private companies. 
As Clifton Daniel wrote in March, 1947: “Although the 
Arabian concession is obviously vital to us, the American 
government euphemistically maintains that it is purely a 
private, commercial operation. The French have not for- 
gotten, however, that it was strong and persistent govern- 
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ment intervention that obtained the first Middle Eastern 
oil rights for American interests in Iraq in 1927.” 

Daniel might have said, further, that our government 
pretends the matter is purely private only now that the oil 
companies are completely in the saddle and the Roosevelt 
influence has been eliminated. For under President Roose- 
velt, the government fought a hard but uphill struggle to 
keep the American interest a national and governmental 
one. Unfortunately, the nature of the struggle itself reveals 
how decisive, in a country like ours, is the power of the 
great Wall Street barons. Even with Mr. Roosevelt at the 
helm of the ship of state, they were too strong to tolerate 
any interference. In fact, the President was surrounded, in 
connection with the Arabian affair, with oi] men in uniform. 
As Mr. Moffett publicly charged: 

“In this connection it is both striking and I think signi- 
ficant, that former Army and Navy officers who, while in 
uniform, were in a position to affect government policies 
in connection with Arabian-American Oil Company deal- 
ings, are now holding important and lucrative positions 
with subsidiaries and affiliates of the Standard Oil Com- 
pany of California and the Texas Company, joint owners 
of the Arabian-American Oil Company.” 

To name names: Admiral] A. F. Carter. Moffett pointed 
out that before the war Carter was president of Shell East- 
ern Petroleum Corporation; during the war he was director 
of the Army-Navy Petroleum Board; he is now president 
of the Overseas Tankship Corporation, owned by the same 
companies that own Arabian-American. 

The needs of the war did not bother these gentlemen. 
“The first move on the part of Washington,” Carmical 
records, “included the proposal in 1943 that holders of the 
Arabian concession sell it to the United States Government. 
This they refused to do, and finally an effort was made to 
acquire an interest. This proposal also was rejected, and the 
next step by Washington was the suggestion that the 
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United States Government build a pipeline across Arabia — 
to the Mediterranean Sea. However, this met so much oppo- 
sition from the oil industry here that the pipeline as a ~ 
government project also was dropped.” 

In short, the oil companies would not permit the gov- 
ernment to have any voice whatsoever in the matter. The 
government must pay all the bills — you and I must pay 
them — but must not see or control what goes on between 
the companies and foreign governments and peoples. And 
the companies have had their way. 

“At present,” Carmical continues, “the plans for the de- 
velopment of the Middle East oil resources are being carried 
out without change except that the United States Govern- 
ment is not directly interested financially in the project.” 

The plans, as we shall see, go far beyond Saudi Arabia. 
Incidentally, Raymond Daniell in a Times dispatch from 
London on December 13, 1947, suggested that Mr. Truman 
is the man who finally swung the balance in favor of un- 
restricted oil-company control of these empire-size schemes. 

“It was not until February 16, 1944, that the aspirations 
of private capital received the impetus of Government sup- 
port,” is Daniell’s phrasing. “On that date Mr. Truman, as 
chairman of a Senate committee, recommended that the 
United States go into the Middle East on a large scale to 
replenish the oil reserves depleted by wartime demands of 
the armed services and our Allies.” 

(Oh, yes, the depletion argument. In 1947, the oil com- 
panies, despite vast foreign acquisitions, pumped up and 
sold more American oil than at wartime peak! Crude oil 
production averaged some 5,240,000 barrels daily against 
a top wartime level of 4,944,250 barrels registered one 
week in July, 1945. The truth is the companies want to 
produce and sell all the oil they possibly can here and 
throughout the world. Why not? With no price control, 
they had pushed the price up from $1.25 a barrel on March 
31, 1946 to $2.65 at the end of 1947, a price increase that 
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swelled their revenue by $2,600,000,000 a year according to 
the Times of-January 2, 1948.) 

This story means, in the first place, that every cent 
spent to secure concessions for the benefit of the private 
oil companies, has been paid by the American people, not 
by the companies. As Clifton Daniel writes, Arabian oil 
means “first, a supply for foreign markets of American 
companies— the opportunity to make money.” Standard 
Oil of New Jersey and Socony-Vacuum are the leading dis- 
tributors of oil in Europe, which is the natural market for 
Middle East oil. In addition to the 40 percent interest of 
these two companies in the Arabian-American Com- 
pany, they buy a large part of the output of the British 
companies in Iran and Kuwait. The Rockefeller and Mellon 
interests have been handed a golden gift. As Moffett has 
testified without contradiction: 

“The taxpayers paid for all improvements and invest- 
ments and they (the oil companies) are sitting there with 
concessions worth billions of dollars, free and clear.” 

Not only did we pay for the concessions, but it often 
turns out that the huge profits made by these companies 
on investments they didn’t make, are beyond the reach of 
taxation. Senate investigators discovered, for example, that 
Caltex (S. O. of Cal.,—Texas Oil Co.,) incorporated 
in the Bahamas, made a tax-free $25,000,000 on a supposed 
investment of $1,000,000. A bagatelle. The Bahrein (Per- 
sian Gulf) Petroleum Company, incorporated in Canada, on 
an “investment” of $100,000 made — $92,000,000! Tax-free, 
of course. 

A spade should be called a spade and a swindle a swindle. 
Such loot is the product of intrigues by the oil interests 
from positions inside the government. The Senate investi- 
gators found Max W. Thornburg, while in an $8,000-a-year 
post as Under-Secretary of State in wartime, was on the 
payroll of Standard Oil of California for $29,000-a-year. 
His letters to his employer, read into the record, indicated 
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clearly that Arabian problems reaching him in his govern- 
mental capacity, were solved from an oil-company point of 
view. Thus he wrote to the company suggesting opposition 
to a proposed American agricultural mission to Arabia and 
to its suggested head, because “I don’t see any good coming 
out of getting another man into our part of the picture. 
And, of course, his interests are not ours.” 

If these great gamblers stole nothing but our money, it 
might be permissible to tolerate their activities. But our 
peace and our lives are in their hands. For the effect of their 
victory for “private enterprise,” their elimination of any 
governmental control over their operations, amounts to 
taking into their own hands the power of war and peace. 
If the people of the Arab lands revolt against corrupt rulers 
who give away their wealth, American force will be called 
on to “protect our interests.” As Clifton Daniel remarked of 
the $100,000,000 project for a pipeline to carry the Arabian 
oil to the Mediterranean coast: “Protection of that invest- 
ment and the military and economic security that it repre- 
sents inevitably will become one of the prime objectives of 
American foreign policy in this area.” 

Honest men who think that the oil men, however big 
their profits, are really serving the interests of the United 
States, should sit in on the Senate investigation. Evidence 
heard there demonstrated that they “played both sides of 
the street” (as Harold L. Ickes, wartime Petroleum Ad- 
ministrator, put it). A letter on August 13, 1940 from 
Moffett, then in the employ of the companies, to H. D. 
Collier, president of Standard Oil of California, perfectly 
illustrates this ability to be on both sides simultaneously 
so long as there was a profit to be made both ways. 

“You are doing a very large business with the Japanese 
and therefore must take as strong a pro-Japanese position 
as possible,” Moffett wrote. But Standard’s own Caltex (i.e., 
the Standard Oil-Texas Company subsidiary that first held 
the Arabian oil concessions later turned over to Arabian- 
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American Oil Co.), must follow an exactly opposite course, 
he said. This was because “we have a large investment in 
China, do a large business directly with China and prac- 
tically nothing in Japan, and our main business is in the 
British Empire, which is having real difficulties with the 
Japanese and must be anti-Japanese at the present time.” 

At the direction of and for the benefit of a few men who 
control our big oil companies, and a few bankers involved 
in the loans and development projects, we have now 
achieved American supremacy throughout Arabia. As Paul 
P. Kennedy wired to the Times from Washington on July 
8, 1947: “The program of increasing United States influence 
on the Saudi Arabian peninsula is gaining more than con- 
siderable momentum, it is believed in official circles here.” 
He was referring to the visit of Prince Abdullah, son of 
Imam Yahya, first official of Yemen to visit the United 
States. Control of Yemen seals the position already attained 
in Ibn Saud’s larger Arabian realm. Washington fully un- 
derstood that the visit meant Yemen was leaving the 
British fold and entering that of the United States. Or, as 
Kennedy phrased it, rejecting [non-existent] “Russian and 
British influence in favor of the United States.” The visit 
coincided “with reports that negotiations between the 
Saudi Arabian government and American interests for a 
private loan are reaching an advanced stage.” Thus, all 
evidence points to a conviction in Washington that Arabia 
has been signed, sealed and delivered. 

But if this does not constitute “imperialism” to our 
apologists, let us ask a question: what is the loan to Ibn 
Saud to be used for? The answer is, above all, a railroad 
from Riyadh through Hofuf to Dhahran. And who needs 
that railroad and for what purpose? Ah, there lies the 
secret of imperialism! Ibn Saud needs that railroad so that 
he can maintain his unpopular rule over the rebellious 
majority of Arabians and continue giving away the 
country’s oil wealth in return for royalties that go into his 
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own pocket and the pockets of his retainers. As Daniel 
cabled from Dhahran on January 26, 1947: 

“The King is said to be insistent on the railway partly 
because, having conquered Saudi Arabia only twenty-five 
years ago, he wants to improve communications as a meas- 
ure for keeping the country fully under control. The King 
knows... he could not defend Saudi Arabia against a major 
foreign invasion ... but he seeks internal security.” 

We give him his railroad and by our position indicate 
that he can count on our support against rebellion; we 
permit a British military mission to be installed “to train 
and equip a small modern force,” and thus we provide the 
profits Rockefeller’s Standard Oil of New Jersey and the 
Mellon-owned Socony-Vacuum obtain from European sales 
of Arabian oil. But in the meantime, we enable Ibn Saud 
to oppress his people and we enable the oil men— we assist 
them — to contract obligations that the American people 
may have to discharge in person and arms in hand. We 
give over to them the conduct of our foreign policy in the 
Eastern Mediterranean. The Truman Doctrine follows 
where Rockefeller and Mellon lead. The red herring odor 
cannot overcome the smell of crude petroleum. 

And still this is not the end. From our powerful military, 
economic and political base in Arabia, we send out lines of 
influence, that take in Trans-Jordan, Syria and Lebanon, 
to name only those countries caught up in the pipeline trail 
from Arabia. The choice of a route for a pipeline was politi- 
cal rather than economic; in fact, the decision to lay a pipe- 
line was political. As Daniel wrote on March 1, “Laying 
down a pipeline, one of the world’s largest and longest 
(1,100 miles of 30-inch pipe), will also mean laying down 
another major American interest in the Middle East par- 
allel to that of Britain.” Thus we prevent any British come- 
back to power in the region, forcing her to merge her 
interests with ours, under our direction. She cannot afford 
an oil war with us. She has, in fact, accepted her junior 
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position; British companies are now planning construction, 
jointly with the Americans of some four other pipelines to 
the Mediterranean. 

Syria and Lebanon were finally chosen as the outlets for 
the pipeline because, as Daniel again revealed, that “would 
give the United States direct and primary commercial 
interests in four of the seven Arab states constituting the 
Arab League and unquestionably exert an influence on 
Middle Eastern policy.” 

The amount of money the United States would spend in 
Syria and Lebanon in building the line, and in operating 
the outlet (and possibly a refinery) in Lebanon, would be 
large enough to shape national policy in both countries. It 
is a bitter pill for France to swallow, but perhaps even more 
bitter for the British: the latter rushed into the two 
countries immediately after the war, utilizing the earlier 
French promise of independence, in an effort to swing this 
former French sphere into her own camp. Now she is 
booted out in favor of the United States, for Lebanon will 
“get enough American dollars in the next four or five years 
to enable her to declare her financial independence from 
France.” But not from the United States—in the next five 
years or the foreseeable future. 

Daniel adds the routine formula: “and to bulwark the 
country against Communism,” though the native Commun- 
ist parties are not especially strong and there is no evidence 
of Soviet influence there at all. But the “anti-Communist” 
screen inherited from Hitler has a function to perform. It 
must cover the still more extensive claims to influence and 
power that the United States is now asserting on the basis 
of its dominance over the entire oil basin from southern 
Iran to Syria and from Saudi Arabia to Lebanon. As a minor 
consequence of “the growth of the American stake in Saudi 
Arabia and the sheikdoms of Bahrein, Kuweit and Qatar, 
American influence has increased in Iran,” in the form of a 
financial mission and control of the Iranian gendarmerie, as 
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Raymond Daniell writes, though he neglects to mention a 
deal for an American military mission there. 

The anti-Communist, anti-Soviet screen has a great deal 
more than Iran to cover, however. From our dominance of 
the whole oil area arises a claim to “an essential American 
interest” in Eastern Europe. And thus we arrive at the 
Truman Doctrine, the Marshall Plan, the division of the 
world into two hostile blocs. And no matter how much we 
scream at Russia, this is of our own doing. 

By what logic do we come to claim the right of inter- 
vention in Eastern Europe after putting the Near East 
under our power? By imperialist logic. In his break with 
the Administration over foreign policy, Henry Wallace, 
then a member of the Cabinet, said: “We have no more 
business in the political affairs of Eastern Europe than 
Russia has in the political affairs of Latin America, Western 
Europe and the United States.” An Administration-inspired 
Times editorial retorted that this. “disagreed with Mr. 
Byrnes’ policy of attempting to assert an essential Amer- 
ican interest in the political affairs of Eastern Europe.” 

“Interest?” What ‘interest?’ Cyrus Sulzberger, spokes- 
man. for the Times-owning Sulzbergers and the business 
groups they represent, answers the question. “The United 
States is becoming increasingly aware of its own Mediter- 
ranean interests, for Saudi Arabia contains the strategic 
oil reserve of this country, and Iran, Turkey and Greece 
virtually comprise a geographical piecrust guarding the 
anomalous Middle East that contains it.” So runs the 
twisted candor of imperialism: having claimed as “ours” 
the oil of distant regions and hence the regions themselves, 
we now assert a “defensive” interest in every country be- 
tween the oil region and the Soviet Union! Then we set up 
a deafening clamor about “Soviet expansion” and move into 
Greece, Turkey and any other country that is not strong 
enough to kick us out. 

“We,” of course, do none of this. It is done by “our” oil 
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barons, our Big Navy imperialists (Admiral Leahy), “our” 
imperialist “statesmen” like John Foster Dulles, who is 
simultaneously the legal representative of the biggest pri- 
vate international business and financial interests including 
German-American combinations. The weak politicians who 
carry out the policies of the imperialists or who let them be 
carried out, contract an enormous responsibility before 
history. But neither can you and I wipe our hands of the 
matter. In our time, every citizen bears some part of the 
blame for crimes that he permits to be committed in his 
name. It is our duty to intervene. The first step is to know 
the truth and shout it from the housetops. 

And the truth — the most important truth of our place 
and time —is that the United States is expanding at a 
rate and to an extent never before witnessed by history. 
While we cry “Stop Thief,” at the Soviet Union, we are 
ourselves engaged in extending what is already the broadest 
area of military-strategic domination ever controlled by 
one nation. 








CHAPTER 14 


CHART OF AMERICAN EMPIRE 


How big is the American sphere of influence today? 
How many square miles and how many millions of people 
are there in the areas over which the United States today 
asserts a claim to military-strategic domination? It is time 
to attempt an answer to this question. 

It is no valid objection that American holdings cannot 
be measured with real precision. Even the difficulty of find- 
ing a common denominator for the diverse forms of pene- 
tration and influence practised by “advanced” capitalist 
countries in undeveloped regions, is not an absolute bar to 
measurement. An approximation of the realities can be 
achieved. 

Such an approximation of the realities of American ex- 
pansion as might be summed up in a chart or graph, would 
have at least one firm virtue: it would reduce to ridicule 
the propaganda myth of a “contracting” sphere of Amer- 
ican influence. As for its lack of exactness, a graph or chart 
is a kind of definition and no worse than any other definition. 
Definitions are harmful when taken for descriptions of the 
whole rich, complicated and variegated truth of life itself; 
they are helpful and useful when employed for limited and 
clearly defined purposes. 

With these reservations, it is proper to begin here a 
tabulation of American holdings abroad for the purpose of 
summing up the thesis of this book, namely, that American 
expansion today unsettles the world. The assertion of mili- 
tary power characterizes American policy today and it is 
therefore logical to use military-strategic domination as the 
deciding factor. Of course, potential resistance in many 
regions may easily prove greater than the strength the 











Chart of American Empire 161 


United States can throw into such regions, and no doubt 
American domination will prove an illusion there at the 
first test. But that is beside the point here. It is the assertion 
of American supremacy everywhere that prevents a realis- 
tic peace settlement. 

A tabulation of square miles of land and water, and of 
millions of people, in areas now under American military- 
strategic domination, does not represent American expan- 
sion in World War II alone. To measure recent expansion, 
we must deduct the veiled and open possessions of the 
United States as of 1939. 

As early as 1902, a truly classic work (John Atkinson 
Hobson’s, Imperialism: a Study) listed the United States 
among the thirteen imperialist countries. These great 
powers were conservatively shown to hold one hundred and 
thirty-six colonies with an area seven times that of. the 
United States and a subject population of more than five 
hundred millions. The American share was listed as but 
six colonies, approximately 170,000 square miles in area 
and with some ten million inhabitants. 

In the interest of strict accuracy, it should be observed 
that the figures represent a somewhat larger American 
holding, at that period, than would appear at first glance. 
At any rate, the colonial population is relatively large in 
proportion to the population of the United States, for the 
latter was but 77,000,000 at the time. 

By 1926, it was conceded that United States formal 
possessions did not fully define the American Empire. The 
latter included certain veiled possessions. Professor Parker 
Thomas Moon of Columbia University made a new tabula- 
tion for his Imperialism and World Politics, a conservative 
and apologetic work compared to Hobson’s study, but pro- 
viding more information on American holdings. The Amer- 
ican Empire as shown by Moon in 1926, is substantially the 
American Empire as it stood in 1939. I have redueed his 
figures to round numbers. 
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CHART OF AMERICAN EMPIRE 
BEFORE WORLD WAR II 


OUTLYING TERRITORIES 


Area Population 
AV ASK AM esi aciroacetce als 590,000 sq. miles 60,000 — 
EVA rife. 0 675s Sete Soca ae 6,500 300,000 © 
DEPENDENCIES 
Philippine Islands ......... 115,000 11,000,000 
PUEELOWRICO! ss sete veelsiek te 3,500 1,350,000 
Virgin Islands ............ 130 26,000 
SAMOO ies Seeds het oideesw 60 8,000 
(GUAM Pores aie enacdece oases ane 210 13,000 
Wake and Midway Islands. . 30 — 
LEASED TERRITORY 
Panama Canal Zone 
Guantanamo (in Cuba) 
Fonseca Bay (Nicaragua) 
Corn Islands (off Nicaragua) 530 27,000 
NOMINALLY INDEPENDENT 
DEPENDENCIES 
LOT | Of: Naame ear eae ©, Loca 45,000 3,400,000 
FL AIGINS sos. cetaeneere eae is ote 11,000 2,000,000 
Dominican Republic ....... 20,000 900,000 
PANAMA eric once ase ceetianeos 35,000 450,000 
Nicaragua cssse isi aie ove 50,000 650,000 
VtDeria. ore coer Se tole 35,000 1,500,000 
911,960 21,684,000 


In round numbers, the pre-war American Empire, aside 
from the United States itself, contained 900,000 square 
miles and twenty-two million inhabitants, compared to the 
170,000 square miles and ten million inhabitants shown by 
Hobson at the turn of the century. As already indicated, 
far more extensive territories had been earmarked for 
eventual American control. Neither Hobson nor Moon, 
moreover, list as empire-territory such countries as China, 
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which were admittedly far from true independence. Where 
two or more powers contested supremacy, the victim state 
might theoretically preserve a measure of political inde- 
pendence by playing one rival against the other. In prac- 
tice, however, the rivals appeared able to maintain a joint 
dominance and exploitation of major backward countries 
even while disputing among themselves the division of the 
spoils. In 1902 or in 1926, therefore, inclusion or exclusion 
of China from such a list might equally be justified. In 
1946, the world is one, and there is no escape for its Chinas. 

The world is one to a degree that has completely altered 
the basis of independence for small nations and large weak 
ones. Above all, the globe is strategically one, and it is to- 
ward this concept that the United States appears to direct 
its expansion. In the path of the drive, such countries as 
China have lost the power to zigzag and profit from the 
differences of rival imperialists. There is no longer a major 
Anglo-American contest in China; the whole land, but not 
China’s great dependencies — Manchuria and Mongolia — 
is in the American sphere of interest, influence and power.* 

The reasoning that perhaps led Hobson to exclude China 
from his 1902 chart of empire, no longer holds. But it may 
be transferred to parts of Europe today where, despite 
many new American interests, American supremacy may 
hardly be claimed. American positions that add up to a 
challenge of British supremacy, therefore, have been indi- 
cated but they have not been included in the tabulation of 
areas and populations under American domination. Inclu- 
sion of almost the entire Western Hemisphere and Pacific 
Ocean areas, in the American sphere, follows the evidence 
adduced in the early chapters. 





* Note to third edition: Earlier editions warned that the Chinese 
must be expected to challenge this American claim, and it now ap- 
pears that the coming year will take much of China proper out of 
the American sphere. 
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AMERICAN STRATEGIC EMPIRE 
AFTER WORLD WAR Il 


(All figures have been rounded to the nearest five thousand.) 


1. WESTERN HEMISPHERE — Sphere of Special In- 
fluence and area of absolute strategic domination. 


Area Population 
NORTH AMERICA 
Alaska (possession) 585,000 75,000 © 
Canada 3,700,000 11,500,000 
Newfoundland 45,000 - 315,000 
Labrador 110,000 5,000 


MIDDLE AMERICA 
Mexico 765,000 20,625,000 
Panama 85,000 635,000 


Canal Zone (possession) x 50,000 
Costa Rica 25,000 705,000 
Salvador 15,000 1,895,000 
British Honduras 10,000 65,000 
Honduras 45,000 1,105,000 
Nicaragua 60,000 1,015,000 
Guatemala 45,000 3,450,000 
45,000 4,780,000 
10,000 3,000,000 
Dominican Republic 20,000 1,825,000 
Puerto Rico (possession) 5,000 1,870,000 
Virgin Islands (possession) ... x 25,000 
British West Indies, (Bahamas, 
Barbados, Jamaica, Leewards, — 
Windwards, Caymans, Trinidad, 
Tobago) 2,450,000 
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SOUTH AMERICA 


Colomblaes.co 2 oso artsnsesnates: tere esate 45,000 
ViereZuel a nen iic eis OR Soap lea date 350,000 
British. Guiand, 2. sed aes eis are ets 90,000 
Duteh Guiana, i. cc eee etacets 55,000 
French Guiana ............+-. 35,000 
Brazile sn. pee ion hone eee 3,275,000 
WRU SUB Ys io haste eater 70,000 
PAPA PUA: 2 simscys ckcctiale saevacare otis 175,000 
IBOMVIA “sects 5. easeaest ce Wore aesecduate 540,000 
Ber oacwatone eis i ats a siete 530,000 
PXCUAGON® -sieesdever ae eoi cia. 8 woke arate hers 275,000 
@hilén iis vl ki Stee ase 295,000 
Argentina (excluded) ......... x 
Hemisphere Totals ............ 11,070,000 
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9,525,000 
3,840,000 
365,000 
180,000 
30,000 
44,460,000 
2,185,000 
1,040,000 
3,535,000 
7,025,000 
3,085,000 
5,235,000 
x 


134,995,000 


2. ATLANTIC THEATER — water area, 26,495,000 


square miles in U. S. sphere. 


Area 
Greenland. 255.206 Pe Ganiieet tee 735,000 
Iceland et. 57 ostrcod see etrmivevce 40,000 
AZOLOS Sou ace heise ee eee x 
ASCENSION, 45.6 i reese re Meroe si ateret x 
Bermudas nsec esis De cuecticetnnensts x 
Teiberla evr crcs orc ees « 45,000 
Atlantic Totals: .ij.05ca se isle< 820,000 


Population 
20,000 
125,000 
230,000 
x 

30,000 
1,500,000 


1,905,000 


(The area of the Atlantic is over 40,000,000 square 
miles. I have taken the Air Force figure of 26,495,000 for the 
area covered by our airbase chain as the measure of our 
water-surface control. This sins on the conservative side.) 
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8. PACIFIC THEATER — 70,000,000 square miles 


water area, wholly in U. S. sphere. 


Aleutians (possession) 

Hawaii (possession) 

Philippines 

American Samoag 

Wake, Midway, Kure, Howland, 
Jarvis, Baker, Guam, etc., pre- 
war island possessions, neglig- 
ible pop., area 

Ryukyu Archipelago, 55 
islands 

Bonins, 27 islands, Volcanos, in- 
cluding Iwo Jima, three is- 
lands 

British mandates under U. S. 
domination 

New Zealand mandates as above 

Australian mandates, principally 
U. S. base at Manus, New 
Guinea; Papua 

Japanese Mandates: Marshalls, 
Marianas or Ladrones, Caro- 
lines, Palaus 

French Oceania: New Caledonia; 
Society Islands (Tahiti, etc.) .. 


Pacific Totals 


345,000 


Area Population 
5,000 ' x 
5,000 465,000 
115,000 16,350,000 ~ 
xX. 15,000 


x 


575,000 


5,000 


460,000 
65,000 


185,000 1,005,000 


x 85,000 
\ 


10,000 95,000 


19,120,000 
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Japan, direct rule ............ 
China (excluding Manchuria), 
military, economic, political 
tutelage and direct strategic 
GOMIMNAION cde. shoe a ea ok 
Formosa, apparently permanent 
strategic control ........... 
Korea, half Korean area and 
population to U. 8. sphere . 
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Area Population 
150,000 72,875,000 


2,280,000 422,710,000 
15,000 5,210,000 


45,000 11,000,000 


2,490,000 511,795,000 


TOTALS 
Area 
Water Land Population 
Western Hemisphere 11,070,000 134,995,000 
ATIANEIO: “oer oscee'e 26,495,000 820,000 1,905,000 
Pacific? cfs. thes secs 70,000,000 345,000 19,120,000 
IN SVOE CS oe wish otek eo Sccleate 2,490,000 511,795,000 
Total Empire ........ 96,495,000 14,725,000 667,815,000 


Pre-War Empire .... 


Total Expansion . ....96,495,000 





—900,000 —22,000,000 


13,825,000 645,815,000 


Thus in the course of World War II, the United States 
acquired or consolidated de facto dominion over 96,495,000 
square miles of ocean and put in claims to domination and 
control of 13,825,000 square miles of land with 645,815,000 
inhabitants. The bulk of this population is not merely dwell- 
ing in territory strategically dominated by the United 
States but is largely included in the military projects of 
American strategic planners. These figures represent ex- 
pansion alone. Adding pre-war possessions and early veiled 
empire, the strategic dominion of the United States as 
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indicated by its military or other de facto contyols, extends — 


to 14,725,000 square miles outside our own borders and 
embraces a population of 667,815,000 “subjects.” 

Square miles and population figures can give only a 
formal and limited view of the truly involved relationships 
in the world power arena. But it is also true that the pre- 


ceding tabulation has been very cautious, perhaps overly — 
cautious. No statistical accounting has been attempted of — 


American influence aggressively asserted in such decisive 
strategic areas as Europe, North Africa, the Mediterranean, 
Central Africa, the Near East, South Asia. The many Amer- 
ican positions in those areas — Greece, for instance, now 
so clearly in the American sphere— have been omitted 
from the tabulation of land, sea and population control held 
by the United States as a result of World War II and just 
as much under digestion as the positions in the chart. 

There are areas in which the American advantage is not 
so patently decisive and yet is great enough to convince 
realists of American pre-dominance. When eight United 
States warships were visiting Portugal to back up a demand 
for American privileges in the Azores, Turner. Catledge 
interviewed dictator Salazar for the Times. Unmindrul of 
the care with which the “moral” view of foreign policy is 
fostered in America, Dr. Salazar blurted out “that Portugal 
definitely is in the United States sphere of influence” as a 
result of recent American expansion. He ought to know. 

At the opposite end of the Euro-Asiatic landmass — and 
the opposite political pole from the clerical-Fascist “New 
State” ruled by Salazar-—the American journalist Anna 
Louise Strong interviewed Mao Tze Tung, Chinese Com- 
munist leader, in the Red China capital of Yenan. With 
matches, cigarettes, teacups and little white winecups, Mao 
“drew” a map on a small table. Then he described the “map” 
in these terms: 

“In the Pacific, America now controls more than all the 
former British sphere of influence. . . . She controls China, 


Japan, half Korea and the South Pacific. She controls also — 
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the Near East and Western Europe and Canada and most 
of South America. ... America, not Russia, takes Britain’s 
bases, markets, influence-spheres.,. . . All these air bases 
and naval bases that America sets up all over the world... 
are on other people’s territory, in Iceland, in Arabia, in 
China, in other places that do not entirely want them.” 

Halfway between Lisbon and Yenan lies Ankara whence, 
in a dispatch July 4, 1948, Times correspondent C. L. Sulz- 
berger reported an American military mission under Gen- 
eral Horace McBride spending the $100,000,000 Truman 
Doctrine grant to train and equip the Turkish armed forces 
and to build strategic roads (to the Soviet border). 

“Members of the United States Army group are per- 
mitted to travel all over the country and are told whatever 
they wish to know by the Turkish General Staff ... General 
McBride’s mission is working together with a British train- 
ing mission that has been in Turkey considerably longer. 
. .- However, there is no doubt that the United States has 
the paramount position.” 

Thus the reality beyond the chart is this: the United 
States seeks literally global strategic hegemony. Whether 
you and I like it or not, we are engaged in.boundless ex- 
pansion. The counter-pressure of other powers and the re- 
sistance of the peoples manipulated and injured by our 
domination, will eventually either set limits to our outward 
thrust or cause our empire to burst at the seams. But in 
the meantime, it is a fact that the United States has not, 
of its own volition, set any bounds whatsoever to its aspira- 
tion for power. Nor is either of the two major political 
parties demanding such limitation. 

Who remembers the Democratic national platform in 
the great campaign of 1900? It said: 

“We assert that no nation can long endure half republic 
and half empire, and we warn the American people that 
imperialism abroad will lead quickly and inevitably to 
despotism at home.” 
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PART Ill: TAKE YOUR CHOICE 


CHAPTER 15 
THE PRICE OF REACTION 


The warning of the 1900 Democratic platform is even 
more timely today that it was in that first wave of American 
imperialist expansion half a century ago. Our fate at home 
turns on our role in the world. If we do not force the im- 
perialists to reverse the program we have permitted them to 
adopt in our name, we will pay as dearly as any other people 
— or more so — for the greedy gains that reach only a few 
private interests. We cannot defend or tolerate imperialist 
expansion, whether under the name of “moral responsibility” 
or of “world leadership,” without bringing down upon our 
heads war, the militarization and regimentation of the 
nation, the decay of democracy at home. A ruthless program 
of world conquest —-no matter how prettily described — 
must have drastic domestic consequences. The first victim of 
an American drive for empire is the American people. 

The peacetime draft, abandoning a 150-year boast of 
freedom from the burdens of militarism, is one of the costs 


of empire. The anti-Communist hysteria and the spy 


hunts, inflation, violence against followers of Henry Wallace 
as well as against labor, all belong in the same picture. It 
was no accident that the draft was rushed through in an 
election year; the demands of empire overbore the protests 
of the politicians. And by signing the bill at once, whereas 
he might have waited ten days, President Truman caught up 
in the draft thousands of young men who would otherwise 
have been able to enter college for the 1948 Fall session. By 
his hasty gesture, the President was no doubt clearing up an 
important point: guns, having already replaced butter, must 
now replace books! 

It is the loss of butter rather than of books, however. 


, 
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that is felt immediately by most people. The workingman 
just can’t make ends meet. And watching the fantastic arms 
appropriations, he doesn’t have to be a master of theory to 
find a connection between runaway prices and a program of 
world conquest. A glance at the 1948-1949 budget indicates 
the relative concern of the bi-partisans with standards of 
armaments and standards of living. In a forty billion dollar 
budget that allots eleven billions to “national defense” and 
seven more to the conduct of our foreign policy (forty-six 
per cent of the budget) only thirty-seven millions were made 
available for housing. President Truman made a brave show 
of concern for social welfare in the budget (1948 being an 
election year) but the Times, defending the President from 
“anti-New Deal” criticism, gave the game away. “The sum 
total of the cost of the new welfare programs” proposed by 
the President, said the Times, is only $452,000,000; “that 
is a little more than one per cent of the budget.” 

Yes, one per cent for social welfare, forty-six per cent 
for imperialist expansion via militarization. But that’s by 
no means the whole story. The costs of our present course, 
now estimated in tens of billions of dollars a year, soar be- 
yond control in the face of mounting resistance and mount- 
ing inflation. Millions of working people are forced by their 
daily needs to fight, usually through trade unions, for a little 
more butter or at least bread. More bread, however, means 
fewer guns, so the bipartisan expansionists must, by the 
very nature of their program, take measures to defeat the 
workingman’s demand for higher wages. 

The Wall Street clique in command of our nation employs 
a double offensive to balk working-class resistance to its 
plans. On the one hand, through such measures as the Taft- 
Hartley Act, it seeks to destroy or undermine the labor 
unions. On the other hand, within the unions, under the 
slogan of anti-Communism, it incites civil war. 

The entire domestic program of the Wall Street clique 
and its bipartisan. political front, rests on the anti-Com- 
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munist hysteria first tested by the Nazis. Many States al- 
ready have laws designed to outlaw “Communism,” and the 
spy frenzy of the 1948 election campaign indicates that 
Federal laws of the kind are on their way. Such laws, by 
denying the right to advocate Socialism, obviously abandon 
the very pretense of democracy. But that is the least of the 
damage they do. “Anti-Communist” laws are in language so 
broad that every Wallaceite, every critic of profiteering and 
warmongering, becomes a “Communist” subject to expulsion 
from any public or trade union office, and, indeed, te crim- 
inal prosecution. 

Nor would it make a great difference if the language of 
the laws were improved. The climate of hysteria and the 
purpose of the laws coincide with the broad language; they 
lead to trial by headline and to political ostracism of all who 
oppose the Wall Street clique. A perfect example of the 
technique was the indictment of the national leaders of the 
Communist Party on the eve of the national convention of 
the new Progressive Party. The charge was that they “‘con- 
spired” to found a Communist Party! But headlines and the 
Congressional spy inquiries combined to make it appear that 
they had been charged with espionage. 

The breadth of the language and the depth of the 
hysteria are alike necessary to the real aims of the Wall 
Street clique. Under the pretext of “exposing’”’ Communism, 
they are deliberately attacking fundamental constitutional 
and human rights in an effort to squelch all opposition. It 
must be acknowledged that millions of Americans who don’t 
want an empire — especially at the price of inflation now 
and war and Fascism later — are terrorized into silence at 
a time when their protests might still halt the stampede. 
“Terrorized” is not too strong a word. True, we have no 
formal concentration camps as yet. But active opponents of 
imperialism are jailed or threatened with jail on “criminal” 
charges of patent political complexion. The newest trick is 
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to send such men to prison for contempt of the Thomas- 
Rankin House Committee on un-American Activities. The 
economic blacklist is an even more potent terror weapon. 
A reporter, a teacher, a worker, is fired simply because he is 
a Communist. But it is not Communists alone whose heads 
fall under this primitive economic guillotine. More than one 
college teacher lost his job during the 1948 campaign after 
he publicly announced his support of Henry Wallace. Once 
you reach the point where the name “Communist” is a 
justification for any outrage, it is easy to eliminate political 
opponents by branding them Communist, or to prevent oppo- 
sition by threatening to call it Communist. 

That is the score today. The United States Attorney 
General decrees that a long list of organizations is subver- 
sive and every member of, or contributor to, any of the listed 
organizations may be considered subversive “by association.” 
We are frequently reminded that the un-American Com- 
mittee alone has more than a million names in its files. The 
intended moral is clear: if you don’t want to starve or go to 
jail, don’t take the Bill of Rights seriously. Keep your mouth 
shut, work harder, eat less, scream hurrah every time 
another billion dollars is thrown to the Army, Navy or Air 
Force; and, finally, give thanks for Free Enterprise when 
those very billions turn up on the financial page in the form 
of record-breaking profits for Big Business. 

No, we don’t have concentration camps as yet. Nothing 
so open as that. Instead we have a carefully-nursed hysteria 
calculated to get the majority of Americans to surrender 
their civil liberties as a patriotic duty. At the height of the 
hysteria, it is hoped, they will even join in doing violence to 
the “extremists” who defend their civil liberties and persist 
in opposing the drive to war and despotism. And thus, in 
the name of patriotism, we are promised Storm Troopers, 
and in the name of “defense of Democracy,” we are on our 
way to — Fascism! 
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WHO STARTED THE "COLD" WAR? 


; It is becoming very difficult to conceal this dark pros-_ 

pect. So the men who make our policy have more or less quit 
trying to conceal it. Their newer tactic is to admit that we 
have undertaken a costly program that will impose very 
heavy and unrewarded sacrifices upon the American people. 
But we did not do this willingly, runs the argument. It was 
forced upon us. Soviet “faithlessness” to pacts, and Russia’s 
incomprehensible “provocation” of loyal, kindly America, 
forced the United States—reluctantly and with no selfish 
objective—to our present “defensive” militarization of the 
nation. Russia is alone to blame for our hostile attitude 
toward her. General Marshall, in a speech on November 19, 
1947, put it this way: 

“There may have been some genuine feeling [by Soviet 
representatives in the UN General Assembly] that the 
purposes of this government and the attitude of most 
of the American press were definitely hostile to the Soviet 
Union ... The truth as I see it is that from the termination 
of hostilities down to the present time the Soviet Govern- 
ment has consistently followed a course which was bound 
to arouse the resentment of our people... So many of the 
actions of that Government were provocative without any 
other evident purpose —I have been at a loss to determine 
why a government should . . . deliberately provoke such 
animosities as are evident at this time.” 

The pretense that our present policies have their origin 
in postwar developments, the assertion that they are a de- 
fensive reaction to Russian provocation, won’t stand up 
against the facts. It is flatly against the record. And not the 
record of the past two years alone, but of the past thirty. 
The “cold” war didn’t start on V-E Day or V-J Day. It 
started in 1917 when fourteen powers, under the leadership 
of Winston Churchill, organized an armed intervention de- 
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signed to overthrow the newly established Soviet regime. 
The Russians remember that. They also remember that only 
their publication of secret Anglo-French agreements pre- 
vented the multi-power coalition from partitioning Russia. 
The Ukraine was to be assigned to the French sphere of 
influence; the areas around the Caspian Sea, including the 
oil of the Caucausus, was to fall under British domination. 

The joint intervention failed in its armed phase but was 
continued in the political-diplomatic form of the cordon 
sanitaire. In the 1930s it took the form of “appeasement,” 
meaning the appeasing (or, more accurately, the deliberate 
arming) of a Nazified Germany, with the aim of inducing 
a mutually destructive German-Russian war. Appeasement 
went wrong—the Nazis first waged war on the West. Never- 
theless, the Western Powers did not cease working to 
weaken, undermine, and overthrow the Soviet. Union. The 
old game of intervention continued throughout World War 
II despite the apparent truce marked by the wartime meet- 
ings of President Roosevelt, Prime Minister Churchill and 
Premier Stalin. 

Was this simply European politics, or was it universal 
capitalist politics? The role of America shows that it was 
the latter. We participated in the anti-Soviet game at every 
stage. Our contribution to the original intervention was 
typical: we sent food and Herbert Hoover. In Hoover’s 
hands, the food was a more powerful weapon of counter- 
revolution than the American expeditionary forces which 
were sent to Murmansk and Siberia. Later, we trailed along 
on the policy of appeasement, as witness the “Neutrality 
Law” by which we helped strangle the Spanish Republic. 
And despite differences between Britain and America, we 
joined in a common strategy during the early war years 
(notably the delay of a Western Front in favor of the North 
African and Italian adventures) that had the effect of let- 
ting Russia bleed, as appeasement had intended. 

Later in the war, there were still sharper Anglo-Ameri- 
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can differences, but upon examination they reveal no con- 
tradiction of the basic capitalist solidarity against the 
Soviet Union. Many books and documents published since 
the war indicate that events convinced President Roose- 
velt the Socialist State was here to stay; indeed, Stalingrad 
demonstrated that it was the second-ranking power in 
today’s world. Roosevelt therefore proposed to modify Allied 
policy with respect to Russia. The record shows that . 
Churchill, backed by many powerful Americans, opposed 
even that temporary modification. Former Assistant Secre- 
tary of State Adolph A. Berle recently revealed that he left 
the State Department as a result of a fight within the gov- 
ernment in 1944. The issue was that his group was un- 
alterably opposed to any “softening” of our line toward 
Russia even at that peak of wartime collaboration. The 
British and American anti-Russian bitter-enders opposed 
the Second Front strategy and the Teheran-Yalta postwar 
settlements. They held out for a military-political strategy 
whose principal aim was to continue the secret drive against 
Russia, during and after the war. As a result they were in 
no hurry to defeat Germany and Japan, and at all times 
contemplated their future use in an anti-Soviet front. 

Roosevelt, aided by the fact that many expansionist in- 
terests felt the United States must participate in the decisive 
European actions in order to gain a decisive postwar voice, 
had his way while he lived. The result was one that left a 
mark on history: a decisive coalition military strategy was 
followed, and Germany and Japan were crushingly defeated. 
But the subsequent fate of Mr. Roosevelt’s postwar settle- 
ments demonstrates how reluctantly the Big Business rulers 
of our country had participated in the brief honeymoon with 
Russia. The President’s death and the end of the wartime 
pressure shortly after that unhappy event quickly restored 
to power the men who had opposed Mr. Roosevelt’s wartime 
strategy and postwar settlements. The truce was over. 

It was not immediately possible for Harry Truman, who 
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succeeded to the presidency, to announce that he was dis- 
carding the Roosevelt policies. Indeed Mr. Truman, soon 
after he took office, confirmed the Yalta-Teheran agreements 
in a Big Three meeting at Berlin. But Truman was putty 
in the hands of the imperialists and willing enough, in any 
event, to carry out their wishes. Nothing more clearly evi- 
denced this willingness than his invitation to Winston 
Churchill to make the latter’s famous speech at Fulton, 
Missouri, in May 1946. There, in addition to launching the 
“iron curtain,” “police state’ and “slave labor” catch- 
phrases of contemporary anti-Soviet propaganda, Churchill 
outlined the new anti-Communist “crusade” which was 
taken over bodily, in March 1947, and “Americanized” under 
the name of the “Truman Doctrine.” The Truman Doctrine, 
however, is nothing but the old Churchill Doctrine, not just 
of May 1946 but of November 1917 and all the years be- 
tween. The Churchill-Truman Doctrine was, in effect, a 
public promise to break our wartime agreements. 

The plan to scrap Potsdam and its Teheran-Yalta prede- 
cessors, signified an increasingly open return to the destroy- 
socialism and. overthrow-the-Soviet Union principle of capi- 
talist-socialist relations. To cover up a series of progressively 
bolder steps in this direction, the new policy-makers (just 
as the old enemies of President Roosevelt) launched a great 
blame-it-on-Russia propaganda campaign. More and more 
clearly, the drive to scrap the wartime settlement with 
Russia was coupled with a scheme to rebuild Germany and 
Japan, drive the Soviet Union out of the United Nations 
and organize the latter against Russia. More and more the 
hate-Russia campaign was accompanied by an insistence on 
our right to intervene anywhere in the world, by force of 
arms, where socialism appeared likely to gain favor. Indeed, 
that is the substance of the Truman Doctrine and of its 
offspring, the Marshall Plan. 

The men who argue that we became anti-Soviet only 
because the Russians broke the agreements, say that with 
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tongue in cheek. Senator Arthur Vandenberg, initiator of 
the “get tough with Russia” line, was once asked “if our — 
new bipartisan American foreign policy no longer follows ~ 
the Franklin D. Roosevelt pattern.” He replied: , 

“Well, that depends what you mean by the ‘Roosevelt 
pattern.’ If you mean the ‘Roosevelt pattern’ as originally 
laid down in the Atlantic Charter, I should say that we are 
earnestly seeking to return to it after it was partially 
scrapped by the late President himself at Yalta.” 

John Foster Dulles, Republican foreign policy expert and 
widely regarded as the real Secretary of State behind Gen- 
eral Marshall dotted the i’3 on Vandenberg’s remarks. Said 
Dulles, “We are never going back to Teheran or Yalta.” 

Some of the Roosevelt-haters won’t bother to pretend 
that Russia violated the wartime settlements. On the con- 
trary, they boast of American repudiation. Barron’s Maga- 
zine, bible of Wall Street, writes: “We might claim that in 
throwing overboard Yalta and Teheran, and boldly rewrit- 
ing Potsdam, we are bypassing the errors of fifteen years,” 
(i.e., the “error” of recognizing Russia in the first place). 


Take Your Choice 


THE MARSHALL PLAN 


So much for the spurious Russia-broke-faith theme. A 
companion piece is the propagandistic use of the Marshall 
Plan to justify our aggressive policies and our world expan- 
sion. The Marshall Plan argument runs like this: 

“We tried to pacify the world and restore the basis of’ 
well-being by putting the world back on its feet. We sought 
nothing for ourselves, it was the greatest piece of altruism 
the world has ever seen, the very opposite of imperialism. 
And despite Russian and Communist attempts to sabotage 
this plan, we are still trying and intend to carry it out. We 
are only showing strength so that the plan will get a chance 
to put ‘like-minded’ countries on their feet where they can 
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defend themselves. Then everything will calm down, Russia 
won’t be tempted by other people’s weakness to engage in 
new adventures, and democracy (or at least capitalism) will 
be saved.” 

The main trouble with this argument is that it depends 
upon an utterly false characterization of the Marshall Plan. 
Neither in origin, concept nor operation is the Marshall 
Plan disinterested ; it does not and cannot put the European 
participating states “on their feet.” On the contrary, it was 
designed to further the present United States policy of 
expansion at the expense of the independence of Huo DER 
and other states. 

Such charges are anticipated and dismissed by the 
familiar device of calling them “Communist.” When I briefly 
characterized the plan, in the first edition of this book, as a 
scheme to “colonize” Europe, reviewer Hans Kohn, in the 
Times book section, wearily waved that away as the “party 
line.”’* But come now, Professor Kohn, is it really just Mos- 
cow and the Communists who see in the Marshall Plan a 
selfish scheme for the benefit of American Big Business? 
Are there no other parties that “profess” to see infiltration, 
penetration, domination and exploitation by American pri- 
vate interests and by the United States under cover of the 
plan? I believe I can find evidence that the whole non- 
Communist world sees it that way, and I will look no farther 
than the pages of the Times itself, my dear professor. 

Item. A dispatch from Geneva by Michael L. Hoffman, 
dated July 30. Said Hoffman: “The fact is that many of the 
things the Russians said about the European Recovery Pro- 
gram are being said very loudly at present by respectable 
non-Communist opinion in almost every Western European 
country. 

“This is the case with charges of United States inter- 
ference in domestic affairs through the control of the use of 
local currency proceeds of Marshall Plan imports, of United 





* See page 38. 
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States business penetration under the cloak of that plan, 
of United States determination to bind Europe to the con- 
tinued importation of certain commodities of which the — 
United States has threatening surpluses.” 

Item. Another dispatch from Geneva by Hoffman, July — 
8, 1948, headed: “ECA NATIONS FEAR U.S. INTER- 
FERENCE.” 

“No amount of argument can convince the general run — 
of Europeans that, while ERP is broadly what it purports 
to be—an expression of enlightened American self-interest 
in stabilizing Europe—there won’t be a goodly number of 
plums pulled out of the pie by big American companies in 
the form of property, markets and commitments of Euro- q 
pean governments to keep hands off their operations.” 

As more than a fifth of the whole Marshall Plan “aid” 
to Europe is oil, that’s one plum of watermelon size. Some 
half-dozen American oil giants share it. 

Gather and collate news items for a few days and you 
will see that they document this definition. Some of these 
dispatches relate how a committee of American Big Busi- 
nessmen demands an end to British subsidies that “keep the 
working class cost of living down,” because “when the 
worker doesn’t have to pay much for food he isn’t as inter- ~ 
ested as he should be in working harder to get more pay.” 
Others relate how the unpatriotic and feeble ruling classes — 
of Europe are eager to increase American control of their | 
domestic affairs: they want the United States to police their 
countries and maintain their power. And running through 
all the dispatches is the evidence that the whole world thinks © 
—and says—of the Marshall Plan what only the Commu- 
nists are supposed to say: that it operates to subjugate 
Europe and European dependencies, to the will of a small 
number of powerful Americans. 

Item. Harold Callender, reporting from Paris July 31, 
1948, makes this bland admission: 











The Price of Reaction 181 


“While European Foreign Ministers and others speak 
publicly of the United States’ generosity in aiding Europe 
they are more likely to speak privately of the politically 
embarrassing control that United States officials feel obliged 
to impose upon every major European measure taken to 
carry out the Marshall Plan. 

“This claim to the right to control and check is seized 
upon to support Moscow’s argument that the Marshall Plan 
is designed to destroy the independence of European states 
and it disturbs even Winston Churchill... .” 

It had to be that way. The Marshall Plan in practice can- 
not be better than the Marshall Plan in principle. In the 
chronological and historical record the plan is revealed as an 
integral part of contemporary American foreign policy. 
And what kind of loan policy could serve a basic policy of 
boundless economic expansion by American private inter- 
ests? What kind of loan policy could be consistent with 
boundless political-strategic expansion by the United States? 
The answer is the Marshall Plan—an expansionist policy 
with military trimmings. 

The Marshall Plan became, under the fancy title of 
European Recovery Program, a special effort to conquer 
positions in Europe in the context of our world expansion. 
In its working out, the plan passed from a system of loans 
with political strings, to direct day-to-day supervision of 
European internal affairs by Americans. While making 
more or less progress toward creating a war alliance of the 
Marshall Plan states, it seeks to reduce Europe to uniform 
financial dependence upon the United States, helpless eco- 
nomic subordination to Wall Street, shameful political 
subservience to Washington. 


"BLUNDERING" TO WAR 


This then, is the monstrosity called the Marshall Plan. 
It turns out to be nothing more than false whiskers failing 
to conceal the familiar features of the Churchill-Truman 
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Doctrine. Insofar as this doctrine rests chiefly on hatred of 
the Soviet Union, today’s imperialists might well heed the 
warning dropped in 1915 by Henry Cabot Lodge, chairman 
of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. “Animosity is 
no policy,” said Lodge. American policy is more, however, 
than anti-Sovietism. Recognized everywhere as a program 
of world expansion, it meets with worldwide resistance. 
More and more, it depends for its enforcement upon use of 
force and constant show of force, which in turn bring new 
resistance. Thus a situation is created in which there is an 
hourly invitation to war but instead of altering that artifi- 
cial situation, our policy-makers treat it as natural and ask 
us to bear all the burdens of unlimited armaments that it im- 
poses. The report of the President’s Air Policy Commission 
in January 1948, puts it this way: 

“On first impression it might seem that a major war 
during Phase I [before 1952 when other powers are con- 
sidered first likely to have developed the atom bomb] is 
unlikely, and this opinion has been expressed to the com- 
mission by high military authorities. There is, however, 
such a thing as blundering into a war...” 

There is no better way to blunder into a war than to 
adopt a policy that makes you dependent upon generals 
and admirals. And that is what we have done. We first 
claim just about the whole globe as a “vital national in- 
terest” of the United States, then declare our intention, 
as in the same report, “of arming the United States so 
strongly that other nations will hesitate to attack us or 
our vital national interests.” Non-conformity with Ameri- 
can views on Greece, Iran, China, the Arctic or the Ant- 
arctic becomes an “attack on our vital national interests.” 

Protection of such wide-ranging “interests” under a 
formula that broad, dictates our further behavior. In public 
documents and actions, we announce that we won’t con- 
sider the United States adequately armed until we have 
taken up positions all over the globe and organized all the 





{ - 























The Price of Reaction 183 


rest of the world against the Soviet Union. Committed to 
such a policy, the civilian elements in the government must 
lean heavily on the military men, giving the latter free 
rein. Thereupon the generals and admirals begin to bluster 
and threaten, employing the sabre-rattling “diplomacy” so 
natural to the militarist. 

Almost daily, we see exhibitions of that kind, perform- 
ances that cannot be described in milder terms than those 
I have used. An example is the final report of Admiral] 
Nimitz, retiring as chief of naval operations. After de- 
claring that the United States has “absolute” command of 
the seas, Nimitz said: 

“The net result is that [our] naval forces are able, 
without resorting to diplomatic channels, to establish off- 
shore anywhere in the world, air fields ... virtually as com- 
plete as any air base ever established.” 

The report fully conformed to the war-inviting official 
theory of American security according to which we can 
be safe only if we are prepared, at a moment’s notice and 
from the very borders of Russia, to launch utterly destruc- 
tive attacks upon every city in the Soviet Union. Nimitz 
duly described the Navy’s strategy of “mobile” air fields 
as a system of “offensive bases” from which to raid a 
land easily identified as Russia. And he specifically in- 
cluded atomic bomb attacks from carrier-based planes as 
part of the program. 

Call that preparedness, if you will, but to be logical you 
must then be prepared to admit that Russian preparedness 
requires not just special positions in her borderlands, but 
air bases and naval bases in this hemisphere, in the islands 
of the Atlantic and Pacific, in the Caribbean Sea, in Canada 
and Mexico. She cannot be safe until she is prepared, at 
the first blow from the United States, to raze Detroit and 
St. Louis as well as New York and San Francisco. To 
admit the logic of this counter-demand, is to recognize the 
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illogic of an armaments race even in the sacred name of 
“security.” 

It is not preparedness, it is browbeating, blustering, © 
provocation. Say, if you will, that such conduct risks “blun-— 
dering to war,” but then you might equally say of a man who — 
carefully soaks the ground around a house with gasoline 
and throws a lighted match into the yard, that he “risks” 
setting the house on fire. And everything flows from this. 
There is no possibility of correctly deciding what must be — 
done today, unless one boldly faces the fact that United 
States policy, not Soviet policy, lights the flames of war. 

Who threatens whom? Though one were to haggle over 
each day’s stories of power-rivalry in Hungary or Korea, 
one thing about Soviet positions—as compared with Ameri- 
can positions — stands out for any schoolboy from any map: — 
the Soviet positions are close to home. They never bring 
Russian arms substantially nearer to the United States. But 
American positions are another matter. In China we are on 
the Soviet border itself, and so we are in Iran and in Turkey 
(where a loan or gift of submarines is for the announced 
purpose of operation in the Black Sea.) In Japan, Korea 
and, for that matter, the Philippines, we are within direct 
invasion range of Russia. In Saudi Arabia, all through the 
Mediterranean, northern Canada, and the so-called “Atlantic 
community,” there is no way of interpreting our positions 
as “defensive.” They are not only aggressive, threatening, 
menacing to the Soviet Union, but our authorities are at 
great pains to emphasize that intent. 

Who threatens whom? No Soviet spokesman has ever 
been heard calling for preventive war on the United States. 
But a host of prominent Americans, including high public 
officials, have openly advocated that we atom-bomb Russia 
now. As Hanson Baldwin wrote in the Times on October 4, 
1948: 

“Since the war not only the civilian leaders of the mili- 
tary establishment, but uniformed officers themselves have 
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been most vocal about foreign affairs. Their judgments and 
pronunciamentos have been so frequent and emphatic , . . 
that sometimes one would suspect that the military, and not 
the State Department, was making foreign policy. .. . 

“General George C. Kenney of the Air Force, General 
Carl Spaatz, lately Chief of Staff of the Air Force, and a 
host of other military people have been speaking and writ- 
ing openly about war with the Soviet Union and about 
attacking it with atomic bombs. ... Secretary of the Air 
Force W. Stuart Symington [has] described the possibilities 
of the trans-polar bombardment of the Soviet Union. 

“Last week [Secretary of the Navy, John L.] Sullivan 
and [Secretary of the Army,.Kenneth C.] Royall in two 
public speeches made strong attacks on the Soviet Union. 
Mr. Royall’s was the most blatant and aggressive—and the 
least excusable. ... He castigated the Soviet Union by call- 
ing her leaders ‘international shysters.’ 

“Such language and such an address during a domestic 
political campaign and at a time of delicate international 
tension would seem to indicate irresponsibility. It is lan- 
guage that can do no good whatsoever and is certain to do 
much harm. It is the language of war... [That] language 
has now become such a commonplace it attracts little atten- 
tion. . . . The United States has reached a psychological 
frame of mind—dangerous in the extreme—that can, in 
itself, be a cause for war.” 

Why does Baldwin think militaristic talk more danger- 
ous than militaristic actions? The recent announcement of 
a draft military alliance between Canada and the United 
States, to lead to “a seven-nation unified military and 
strategic command under an American Commander in 
Chief,” and with an American “right to establish air, land 
or sea bases in any of the five countries,’ would seem 
deadly to peace. 

It is not the militarists alone, however, who contribute 
in one way or another to warmongering. It was the rela- 
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tively pacific scientist, Professor Harold Urey, who long ago 
suggested that we “may have” to start an atomic war “with 
the frank purpose of conquering the world and ruling it as 
we desire, and preventing any other nation from developing 
mass weapons of war.” And the American delegation to the 
United Nations, including Mrs. Eleanor Roosevelt, has stead- 
fastly refused to disavow or criticize a warmonger who | 
happens to be an American citizen. Mrs. Roosevelt, in 
answer to a question I put to her, confirmed that this was 
the considered policy of the delegation—and presumably 
of the United States government. 

Mrs. Roosevelt is not a warmonger; Dr. Urey is not one 
of our outstanding Hitler-minded incendiaries. Their posi- 
tions are shocking precisely because they do not derive from 
personal inclination; they follow rather the unconscious 
logic of American policy today: a world drive for power 
coupled with fierce self-righteousness. If we begin with a 
presumed monopoly of both morality and the A-bomb, we 
are almost compelled to force the rest of the world to accept 
peace on our terms. And if, out of their moral backwardness, 
some peoples resist this Pax Americana, we can redeem them 
with atom bombs. 

Not Professor Urey and Mrs. Roosevelt alone, but most 
Americans, may find it hard to believe that we are not the 
purest of disinterested nations. Let us look, however, at just 
one fact that might make a European, an African, a South 
American or an Asiatic reluctant to concede our moral per- 
fection. How did we use the first A-bomb? The documents 
released by President Truman and others show that we 
made a cold-blooded decision to bomb a “dual target, that is, 
a military installation or war plant surrounded by or adja- 
cent to houses and other buildings most susceptible to dam- 
age!” With all our high morality, we deliberately and by 
careful pre-decision atom-bombed civilians! For their own 
good, no doubt. 











CHAPTER 16 
THERE IS A WAY 


The kind of mind capable of making the “dual” target 
decision when the first atomic bomb was dropped, is not 
capable of making the contrary decision—to abandon atomic 
diplomacy and let the world quiet down. An unnamed but 
authoritative American spokesman, commenting on the 
Moscow negotiations in September 1948, said it was foolish 
to think the American-Soviet deadlock would be resolved in 
the foreseeable future. The crisis isn’t going to end, he told 
newsmen. “The American people will just have to get used 
to it.” 

Of course, if you’re willing to live in a state of perpetual 
siege, you won’t care how long minds like that govern our 
country. But you probably do care. You are probably far 
from convinced of the theory, pithily expressed in the head- 
line about Ernest Bevin’s speech to the UN General Assem- 
bly on September 27, 1948: “Russia To Blame If Atomic 
War Breaks Qut.” You would like to do something to keep 
it from breaking out. 

It takes no genius to see that the way to start is to get 
rid of the men who are now militarizing America, setting 
up United States bases in all parts of the earth and organiz- 
ing most of the world into anti-Soviet blocs and de facto 
war alliances. We will have to dislodge the bankers, generals 
and admirals before we can rid ourselves of their policies. 

Agreed. But who will bell the cat? Who will drive the 
“Wall Street-military team” out of Washington? Or, to put 
the question more constructively, how shall we—you and I, 
the whole American people—do this job that so obviously 
needs doing? The relatively recent birth and remarkable 
growth of the new Progressive Party promises to supply 
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an answer. The peace program of the new party has won a 
quick following because it goes to the heart of the problem. 
As expressed in the party platform, adopted July 23-25, 
1948, at the founding convention of the new party: “The 
root cause of this crisis is Big Business control of our econ- 
omy and. government.” As spelled out in succeeding para- 
graphs of that document: 

We have built “the world’s greatest productive machine,” 
only to see its ownership “concentrated in the hands of a 
few and its product used for their enrichment.” Through 
possession of this economic power, the owners have estab- 
lished a private political power, “‘an invisible government 
which pulls the strings of its puppet Republican and Demo- 
cratic parties. Two sets of candidates compete for votes 
under the outworn emblems of the old parties. But both 
represent a single program—a program of monopoly profits 
through war preparations, lower living standards, and 
suppression of dissent.” 

In willing obedience to “the dictates of monopoly and 
the military,” the two old parties therefore “prepare for 
war in the name of peace. They refuse to negotiate a settle- 
ment with the Soviet Union.” They misuse the United 
Nations and “use the Marshall Plan to rebuild Nazi Ger- 
many as a war base and to subjugate the economies of 
other European countries to American Big Business. They 
finance and arm corrupt, fascist governments. ... They en- 
circle the globe with military bases which other peoples 
cannot but view as threats to their freedom and security. 
They protect the war-making industrial and financial barons 
of Nazi Germany and imperial Japan, and restore them to 
power. They stockpile atomic bombs. . . . They fill policy- 
making positions with generals and Wall Street bankers.” 

The Progressive Party proposes, in effect, to expel from 
Washington the men and parties responsible for this state 
of affairs. Its program expresses the conviction “that the 
brotherhood of man can be achieved and the scourge of war 
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ended.” It rejects “anti-Soviet hysteria as a mask for mo- 
nopoly, militarism and reaction,” and holds that “a return 
to the purpose of Franklin Roosevelt to seek areas of inter- 
national agreement rather than disagreement,” is the key 
“to the organization of world peace. ... If peace is to be 
achieved capitalist United States and Communist Russia 
must establish good relations and work together... .” 

The letter Henry Wallace wrote to President Truman 
on July 23, 1946, when Mr. Wallace was still in the Cabinet, 
remains a valid statement of the way to end the cold war: 
“We should ascertain from a fresh point of view what Rus- 
sia believes to be essential to her own security as a pre- 
requisite to the writing of the peace and to cooperation: in 
the construction of a world order. We should be prepared 
to judge her requirements against the background of what 
we ourselves and the British have insisted upon as essential 
to our respective security. We should be prepared, even at 
the expense of risking epithets of appeasement, to agree to 
reasonable Russian guarantees of security.” 

There is nothing in these suggestions that the average 
American would find unreasonable. But the average Amer- 
ican does not make the policies pursued by the United States 
government. We began our discussion by noting that the 
Lamonts, du Ponts, Rockefellers and Mellons are the real 
policy-makers of our country. We also saw, however, that 
they rule only by default. If the Progressive Party proves 
a permanent growing movement and its program a guide 
to continuous battle rather than a mere electoral document, 
it can become a popular current strong enough to change 
the course of the American ship of state. 

It may be that history will reject that appraisal as over- 
optimistic. It may be that the present program and com- 
position of the Progressive Party will prove inadequate to 
today’s needs or tomorrow’s crises. Big Business employs 
increasingly brutal methods, rapidly degenerating into or- 
ganized violence, to prevent any party from bringing the 
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real issues of our time before the American people. It may - 
be that only a movement consciously committed to Socialism 
and basing itself on the toughness and consistency of the 
working class, will prove strong enough to cope with the — 
concentrated power ruthlessly exercised by the tremendous — 
monopolies centered in Wall Street. 5 

But these are questions that can wait. We who believe 
that capitalism itself constantly works to produce monopoly, 
need not quarrel over questions of theory with the Wallace- 
ites who want to fight the monopolists while preserving the 
capitalism that creates and recreates them each day. The 
vital thing today is that we fight side by side against the 
recognized enemy—the Big Business despots and their 
bipartisan warmongers—for a program that gives the great 
masses of Americans a chance to learn politics by doing. 
That describes the Progressive Party and its program. Be- 
cause it holds out the promise of assisting the American 
people to fight for their civil rights, defend their standards 
of living and organize for peace and security, the Progres- 
sive Party is the most hopeful development in America 
today. 

The real problem is not the possible inadequacy of the 
Progressive Party; it is the problem of breaking through 
the domestic iron curtain to rouse millions of Americans to 
the dangers before us and the source of those dangers. Peo- 
ple everywhere else in the world are able to recognize the 
hand of Wall Street and that protects them from easy 
acceptance of our “moral” propaganda. But it is much more 
important—to us, at least—that the majority of the Ameri- 
can people fully grasp the situation. 

In our time, stubborn persistence in the course the 
United States is following, can only lead to the decline of 
the American nation. It may be hard for Americans to ac- 
cept the historical possibility of the future decay of America, 
just as it is difficult for most Britons to recognize that the 
great British Empire has already crumbled away with no 
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great new British Socialist Federation to replace it. Yet 
if we in America are not to go through a far worse 
experience we shall have to take America off the path 
of imperialism. And to start with, we shall have to learn 
how to recapture control of our foreign policy from the 
brutal and inept imperialists who have the helm today. 

To call them inept is somewhat misleading. True, they 
make crude tactical blunders in the execution of their policy. 
But the really glaring “mistakes” they commit are not the 
result of their own inadequacy but of the general hopeless- 
ness of the goal they pursue. Men who undertake to build 
a world empire in the era of the visible decay of empire, 
cannot avoid making ridiculous decisions. So our biparti- 
sans, with the best brains of Wall Street guiding them, can 
do no better, in choosing allies, than the contemptible Greek 

Royalists, the medieval Chiang Kai Shek, and latterly, it 
' would appear, Frau Ilse Koch who made lampshades from 
the skins of Nazi victims at Buchenwald. 

If hopelessly weak allies are one result of a historically 
hopeless policy, the backing of successive lost causes is an- 
other. American arms are being sent—it is a matter of 
official admissions and undenied reports—to the imperialist 
slavemasters in Burma, Malaya, Indonesia, Indo-China, and 
everywhere else that the tide of liberty has reached the flood 
of revolt. In the United Nations, too, it is impossible to 
conceal the American role, for on colonial issues every vote 
finds the United States with Britain, France, Holland and 
Belgium against not just the Soviet Union and its allies but 
a long list of UN states that have known (or still know) 
the meaning of colonialism. 

Surely the bipartisans know they are backing a losing 
horse? Inevitably the colonial peoples will win. It is clear 
that they are winning, and that together with the millions 
of people who have turned toward Socialism or have posi- 
tively rejected capitalism, they are too strong to be put 
down by any combination imperialism can create. With 
the hard fact of the existence of the Soviet Union, as a 
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starting point, they too are capable of adding up the’ 
forces on both sides. The Soviet Union, the new Socialist- 
bound countries of Eastern Europe, the tens of millions of 
people in non-Socialist countries who are actively fighting 
for Socialism, the scores of millions of colonials and semi- 
colonials who automatically turn to the Soviet Union for 
aid in their struggles even when they are under anti-Com- 
munist and anti-Soviet influence, all these add up to the 
decisive force in the world today. 

The Wall Street clique and its bipartisan political agents 
have elected to put down these millions who are on the 
march. Aside from counting upon its ability to use us in any 
conflict, the clique seeks allies everywhere—and comes up 
with those we have described. It is an idiot’s dream. The 
bipartisans can lead us only to war—and defeat in war, at 
that—to helplessness in the face of the problems presented 
by modern life, to deep stagnation in the backwash of his- 
tory. If we follow that path, other lands and peoples will 
take up the task of world leadership. They will, no doubt, 
direct international life toward a world society of equal 
peoples, a society in which man will cease to drift helplessly 
toward war and crisis but will assert increasing, planned 
control of his own destiny. 

In the end we, or what is left of us, will also benefit from ~ 
such a development. But why should we first drift through 
war and crisis, to ruin and decay? Why should we not at 
once throw the weight of the United States, with its un- 
matched productive power, into the scales of history on 
the side of history? Then indeed we would not risk the 
decline of a great nation but would assume a world leader- 
ship that no one anywhere could or would wish to challenge. 
The Wall Street bipartisans will not and cannot lead us in 
the direction of our choice. But it is nowhere written by the 
finger of God on tablets of stone that we must let the im- 
perialists run our country forever. 
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